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ERRATA. 

F^  87.  Une  31.  for  "pUuntlff**  read  « defendant." 

SI  9.'  note  (c)  read  the  second  reference  as  follows :  —  *<  &  C  (as  Wotii  r.  Cfysion) 

Cro,  Jac.  350." 
S25.  marginal  note,  insert  "  on  his  own  application.'*  « 

305.  note  (a),  add  <' SI  1.** 

3S9.  last  line  but  four,  for  **  plaintiff  in  error  '*  read  <<  plaintifis  below." 
331.  add  the  following  note  to  line  S5. :  —  *^  Simpson  t.  Lord  Howden,  3  Myi.  j* 

Cr,  97.  is  probably  the  case  alluded  to." 
470.  marginal  note,  List  word  but  one,  tqf  **  were  *'  read  *'  was.'* 
494.  marginal  note,  and  through  the  case  passim,  for  "  S3  H,  6.  c.  10."  read 

**23H.6.  c.  9." 


CASES 

ARGltKD  AKD  DETERMINED  1839. 


IN  TH< 


Court  of  QUEEN'S  BENCH, 

AKD 
UPON  WRITS  OF  ERROR  FROM  THAT  COURT  TO  THE 

EXCHEQUER    CHAMBER, 

Easter  Term^ 

In  the  Seccmd  Year  of  the  Reign  of  Victoria. 


The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  Banc  in  this  Term  were^ 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.        Patteson  J. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  CoLERIDGE  J. 


MEMORANDA. 


Mr.  Baron  BoUand  having  resigned  his  seat  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  William  Henry  Maule,  of  Lin^ 
cobles  Innj  Esquire,  one  of  her  Majest/s  counsel,  was, 
in  last  Hilary  vacation,  appointed  a  Baron  of  that 
Court,  having  first  been  called  to  the  degree  of  the  coif^ 
when  he'  gave  rings  with  the  motto  **  Suum  cuique." 
He  afterwards  received  the  honour  of  knighthood. 

Vol.  X.  B  In 
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18S9..  In  the  same  vacation  William  Goodenough  Hayter^  of 

■"""^  Lincoln* s  Ihfh  Esquire,  received  a  patent  of  precedence ; 
and  John  Stuart^  of  LincoMs  Inn,  Esquire,  Samuel  Gir^ 
dlestone,  of  the  Middle  Temple,  Esquire,  RAert  Vaughan 
BickardSf  of  the  Liner  Temple,  Esquire,  anid  Griffith 
lUchards,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esquire,  were  appointed 
her  Majesty's  counseL 

Edmund  Henry  Lushington,  Esquire,  her  Majesty's 
coroner  and  attorney  in  this  Court,  died  in  the  same 
Vacation,  and,  on  the  18th  of  April,  Peregrine- DeaUry, 
Esquire,  secondary  on  the  Crown  side  of  this  Court, 
*  having  been  appointed  to  succeed  him,  produced  in 
Court  her  Majesty's  letters  patent  grating  him  the  said 
office,  and  was  thereupon  sworn  in,  and  took  his  seat. 


The  cases  of  this  term  (with  the  exception  ofSfead 
T.  Dawber)  are  reported  by  Mr.  Addphm  and  Mr* 
Smirke,  jointly. 


IN  THX  Stcom  Ykab  of  victoria. 


1839. 


The  Queen  against  The  London  and  South-  Tu£9i<^ 
AMPTON  Railway  Company.  ^^  ^^^ 

pHANNELL^  in  Michaelmas  term,  20th  [Naoember^  ^d  .^^ 
ISSTy  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus  to  the  <<m  Ruiway 

,  .  .  ^        Act(4&5ir.4. 

aboFe  company  to  issue  a  warrant  to  summon  a  jury  for  c.  izzzviu.)  ,- 
the  purpose  of  assessing  the  sum  to  be  paid  to  Messrs.  di  tenants  from 
Brauds  and  Sons  for  the  purchase  of  thcur  interest  in  SUudeUwop 
premises  taken  by  the  company  under  their  act,  4&  [J^^'J^ 
5  W.  4.  c.  IxxxYiiL  (local  and  personal,  public),  and  for  JIJ.^**  l'?"^" 
compensation  by  reason  of  such  taking.  calendar 

months  next 

Sect  47.  of  that  statute  enacts,  that  **  all  tenants  at  after  notice, 
will,  lessees  for  a  year,  tenants  from  year  to  year,  and  notice  be  given 
other  persons  in  possession  of  any  lands  which  shall  be  to  the^c^^^ 
intended  to  be  taken  or  used  for  the  purposes  of  this  Sr^^^w 
act,  and  who  shall  have  no  greater  interest  in  the  lands  ^^  f"^  "^^^ 

^  ther  before  or 

than  as  tenants  at  will,  or  lessees  for  a  year,  or  as  after  the  pur. 

.  .        "^        '  chase  of  the 

tenants  from  year  to  year,  shall  respectively  deliver  up  lands  by  the 

\.  .  «.        1    ,    ^  1  .1  company ;  or 

the  possession  of  such  lands  to  the  said  company,  or  to  at  such  time 
such  persons  as  they  shall  appoint  to  take  possession  of  ^tion  of  th?''* 
the  same^  at  the  CKpu'ation  of  six  calendar  months  next  ^^b^^^ 
after  notice  to  that  effect  shall  have  been  given  by  the  J^^^^re  m 
said  company  to  such  respective  tenants  or  lessees  or  •«ch  tenant 

*^      "^  ^  ^  shall  be  re- 

pcrsons  in  possession,  or  left  upon  the  said  lands,  whe-  quired  to  gire 

up  possession 
before  the  ez- 
pintioa  of  his  term  or  uiterest,the  company  shall  make  compensation  for  the  ralue  of  his 
mezpired  term  or  interest.  On  10th  January  the  company  gave  six  months*  notice  under 
the  act  to  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  whose  holding  began  at  Chriaifnas  :  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  notice,  the  tenant,  who  had  refused  to  quit  without  compensation,  waa 
told  by  the  company  that  possession  would  not  be  required  till  Chritimat :  the  company 
did  not  tskc  a  conveyance  of  the  reversion  till  25th  Augtitt. 

Held,  that  the  tenant,  who  Toluntarily  continued  to  occupy  aa  usual  tiU  Chritimat,  waa 
in  the  same  situation  as  if  a  regular  landlord's  notice  had  been  originally  given  to  him,  ttid 
m  tberefiire  not  entailed  to  compensation. 

B  2  ther 
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1889.       ther  such  notice  be  given  with  reference  to  the  time  of 
"'•"^      the  commencement  of  such  jtenant's  holdins  or  not,  and 

TheQinciv  •  .j 

Mgaaut       whether  such  notice  be  given  before  or  after  the  said 
and  SouTHAKT-  lands  shall  be  purchased  by  the  said  company ;  or  at 
'c^pany!^   such  time  after  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months 
from  the  giving  or  leaving  of  such  notice,  as  they  shall 
be  respectively  required,"  &c«     On  refusal,  the  com- 
pany is  authorised  to  issue  a  precept  to  the  sheriff  to 
deliver  possession.    By  sect.  48  it  is  enacted,  that  where 
any  such  tenant  or  lessee  shall  be  required  to  deliver  up 
the  possession  of  lan^ds  so  occupied  by  him  before  the 
expiration  of  his  term  or  interest  therein,  the  company 
shall  make  or  tender  to  him,  before  they  issue  their 
precept  to  the  sheriff  to  give  possession  of  the  lands,  com- 
pensation or  satisfaction  for  the  value  of  his  unexpired 
term  or  interest  therein,  such  compensation,  &c.,  in  case 
of  difierence,  to  be  ascertained  by  a  jury  in  the  usual  way^ 
It  appeared  by  the  aflSdavits  in  support  of  the  rule, 
that  Messrs.  Francis^  marble    merchants,    had    been 
tenants,  for  nearly  twenty  years,  of  the  premises   in 
question,  under  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  commence 
ing  at  Christmas;  that  their  landlord  owned  a  large 
estate  in  the  neighbourhood,  including  these  premises^ 
chiefly  occupied  by  yearly  tenants,  and  had  never  Been 
known  to  remove  a  tenant  who  paid  his  rent  regularly. 
Messrs.  jP.  used  the  premises  for  carrying  on   their 
business,  and  had  laid  out  large  sums  in  improving 
them.      On  10th  January  1837  the  secretary  of  the 
company  signed  and  served  the  following  notice  upon 
Messrs.  jP.  touching  the  said  premises :  —  **  In   pur- 
suance of  the  provisions  contained  in  an  act  of  parlla* 
ment  passed ''  4  8c  5  W*  4.,  **  entitled  An  Act  for  making 
a  Railway  from  London  to  SmUhamptony  I  do  hereby,  on 

behalf 
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behalf  of  the  London  and  Southampton  Railway  Com«  1889. 
paoy,  give  you  notice  that  all  that  piece  or  parcel  of  _^ 
ground,  and  all  those  several  messuages"  &c.  (de-  agahut 
scribing  the  property  m  question),  situate  &c«,  distin-  mnd  SounfAMry 
guished  by  the  No.  6.  in  the  map  &c,,  **  and  now  in  'gLnpaoyr^ 
yoar  occupation,  will  be  wanted  and  required  for  the 
purposes  of  the  said  act ;  and  I  hereby,  on  behalf  of  the 
said  company,  give  you  notice  to  deliver  up  the  pos- 
session thereof  to  the  said  company,  or  to  such  persons 
as  they  shall  appoint  to  take  possession  of  the  same,  at 
the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months  next  after  this 
notice ;  and  I  further  give  you  notice  on  behalf  of  the 
said  company,  that  the  said  company  are  willing  to  give 
you  compensation  for  any  unexpired  term  or  interest  you 
may  have  in  the  said  premises  at  the  end  of  six  calendar 
months  from  this  notice ;  and  that  if  for  the  space  of 
ten  days  next  after  service  hereof  you  shall  neglect  or 
refuse  to  treat,  or  shall  not  agree  with  the  said  company 
for  the  amount  of  such  compensation,"  (notice  that  in 
that  event  the  company  would  cause  a  jury  to  be  sum- 
moDed  to  assess  compensation).  After  the  expiration  of 
six  months  from  the  delivery  of  this  notice,  the  secre- 
tary informed  Messrs.  Francis  that  the  company  were 
then  the  landlords  of  the  premises,  and  that  Messrs.  F. 
were  trespassers  on  account  of  their  neglect  to  remove 
pursuant  to  the  notice,  and  demanded  possession,  and 
required  them  to  give  an  immediate  answer  whether 
they  would  remove  or  not  Messrs.  F.  stated  their 
wiUingness  to  remove,  on  being  paid  compensation  for 
the  same,  which  the  company  declined  to  do. 

The  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  company  stated,  that 
at  the  time  of  serving  the  above  notice  on  the  lOth  of 
January^  they  and  their  agents  believed  that  the  tenancy 

B  8  of 
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1889.       of  Messrs.  Frands  was  a  yearly  tenancy  expiring  at 
""       MickaehniUf  and  they  accordingly  notified  to  Messrs. F. 

The  Qtfssv 

agednH        thftt^  although  they  had  given  a  formal  notice  to  quit  at 

The  LowDOK 

and  SouTBAMY-  the  end  of  six  months^  it  was  not  their  intention  to  dis- 
*Cotiitwnj!^  tarb  Messrs.  i^«  in  their  possession  until  Michaelmas. 
The  company  became  the  legal  owners  of  the  reversion 
by  a  conveyance  on  d5th  August.  On  the  SOth  Sep^ 
tember  possession  was  duly  demanded  on  behalf' of  the 
company ;  but  no  compensation  was  offered,  (although 
negotiations  had  been  and  still  were  pending  between 
the  agents  of  the  parties  on  the  amount  thereof)  inas- 
much  as  the  company  were  advised  that  none  could  of 
right  be  claimed5  if  possession  was  not  demanded  until 
the  regular  expiration  of  the  tenancy.  Messrs.  F,  re- 
fused  to  quit  unless  compensation  was  paid.  It  after- 
wards came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  company's  agents 
that  the  tenancy  was  one  that  would  expire  at  Christmas^ 
and  not  at  Michaelmas;  whereupon  Messrs.  F.  were 
informed  that  possession  would  not  be  required  until 
Christmas  in  the  same  year.  It  was  further  alleged, 
that  from  the  time  of  the  notice  in  January  1837  until 
the  following  Christmas^  Messrs.  Francis  continued  in 
possession  of  the  premises,  and  carried  on  business 
there  as  usual,  until  they  began  to  remove,  a  few  days 
before  Christmas;  that  such  removal  would  not  have 
occasioned  any  greater  loss  or  inconvenience  to  them 
than  they  would  have  suffered  by  removal  under  any 
other  circumstances ;  and  that  at  the  period  of  their  ap- 
plying to  this  Court  for  a  mandamus  they  had,  in  fact, 
suffered  none  whatever.    In  this  term  (a) 

» 

(a)  Tunday,  Aprii  16.     Bef«re  Laid  Dmnuai  C.  J.,  IMUedaie,  Atte. 
|oni  and  Colerid^^  Ja. 

Sir 


IN  THE  SfiCOND  YbaB  OF  VICTORIA.  7 

akJ.Campbdlj  Attorney-general,  and  SsU^  shewed        1889. 
cause.     Messrs.  Francis  are  not  entitled  to  compens-*  ■ 

aUon,  nnless  the  mere  expectation  of  renewal  is  a  agaimt 
sufficient  title  to  it.  The  words  of  this  act  are  very  a^w^'L 
different  from  those  of  the  Hungerjbrd  Market  Act,  in  ^^.^^jj 
which  the  prospect  of  renewal  has  been  held  to  be 
soch  an  interest  as  gare  the  party  a  claim  to  satisfaction. 
Eg  parte  FarUm  (a)  and  Rex  v.  The  Hungerford  Market 
Compatnf^  ex  parte  Still  (b).  If  the  company  had  taken 
possession  of  the  premises,  or  the  tenants  had  offered  tq 
ddifer  them  up  in  Jtdy  sX  the  expiration  of  the  notice, 
the  latter  would  have  been  entitled  to  compensation, 
fiat,  in  fact,  they  were  in  possession,  and  had  suffered 
no  injury  in  their  business  down  to  the  day  of  applying 
for  the  rule.  They  remained  in  possession  until  the 
following  Chri$tmas^  at  which  time  it  is  admitted  that 
an  ordinary  landlord's  notice  would  have  been  sufficient 
lo  determine  their  interest  [Littledale  J.  Though  al«* 
lowed  to  remain,  they  might  have  been  turned  out  at 
any  time.  This  liability  may  have  restricted  them  in 
thdr  business.]  There  is  no  suggestbn  of  any  such 
injury  in  the  affidavits.  It  does  not  appear  that  they 
have  even  yet  given  up  or  offered  possession.  They 
cannot  both  enjoy  and  claim  compensation  for  non- 
enjoyment.  The  application  is  to  the  discretion  of  the 
Court,  who  ought  to  be  satisfied  that  some  injury  was 
sustained,  which  might  have  been  estimated  by  a  jury 
at  the  date  of  this  motion,  viz.,  20th  'November  1837. 
The  words  of  the  Liverpool  and  Manchester  Railway 
Act  (7  Gf.  4.  c.  xlix.  local  and  personal,  public)  are 
almost  exactly  like  the  corresponding  ones  of  the  pre- 
sent act,  and  the  mere  hope  of  renewal  has  been  held  to 

(a)  8  J9.  4  ^d  341.  (»)  4^.  f^d.  59S. 

@  4  b^ 
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18S9«       be  no  ground  for  compensation  under  that  act ;  JRex  v. 
-  The  Ldverpool  and  Manchester  Bailway  Company  la). 

The  QaizK 
agfiintt 

and  SouTHAxr-  i7*  Jervis  and  ChanneUj  contra.  The  company  had  it 
^Compwiy!^  in  their  power  either  to  proceed  as  they  have  done> 
avuling  themselves  of  a  notice  given  under  the  au« 
thority  of  the  act,  in  which  case  compensation  is  due ; 
or  to  give  a  regular  notice^  as  landlordsy  to  quit  at 
Chrisimasj  wliich  has  not  been  done.  As  landiordsf 
^ey  could  not  have  compelled  their  tenants  to  quit  till 
Christmas  1838 ;  the  latter  are  therefore  entided  to  be 
indemnified  for  the  loss  of  so  much  of  their  unexpired 
term  or  interest.  At  all  events  they  have  a  right  to 
compensation  for  the  period  between  lOth  Jubf  and 
Christmas  1837.  They  refused  to  give  up  possession 
after  the  notice  expired,  because  compensation  was  not 
tendered  agreeably  to  sect.  48 ;  and  though  it  is  true 
that  the  company  attempted  to  countermand  their  no- 
tice, and  assumed  the  character  of  landlords  after  they 
had  purchased  the  reversion,  it  has  been  decided  in  Bexi 
v.  Hie  Hungerfbrd  Market  Company^  ex  parte  Davies  {b\ 
and  in  a  previous  case  there  mentioned,  that  such  no^ 
tice  cannot  be  retracted  so  as  to  deprive  the  tenant  of 
his  indemnity,  otherwise  the  tenant  might  be  left  in 
uncertainty,  and  at  the  mercy  of  the  company,  during 
the  whole  number  of  years  allowed  to  them  for  the 
exercise  of  their  compulsory  right. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  the  same  term  ( Wednesdmf^ 
May  1.)  delivered  judgment  as  follows: 

This  was  a  rule  for  a  mandamus,  on  the  part  of 

(a)  4  ^.  i  E:^5Q.  (b)  AB.^Ad,  327. 

Messrs. 
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Messrsu  Brands,  to  obtain  compensation  under  the  4?ih       1889. 
and  48th  sections  of  stat  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  Ixxxviil.  es-  ' 

The  Qnnit 

tablishing  the  Southampton  Kailway  Company.     The        agmmt 
language  of  those  sections  is  substantially  the  same  as  and  Sout^kp- 
that  of  the  act  establishing  die  Liverpool  and  Manchester    ^^J^^J 
Bailway  Company,  and  the  case  of  Bex  v.  7%e  Liver-^ 
pool  and  Manchester  BjaUwaj^  Compaty  (a)  is  a  strong 
authority  upon  the  subject.     In  that  case  the  claimants 
held  under  a  lease  for  seven  years,  having  a  reasonable 
expc^ptation  of  renewal,  but  no  covenant  or  agreement 
to  that  effect :  the  company  gave  a  six  months'  notice 
under  the  act,  which  expired  at  the  same  time  as  the 
tenn  of  seven  years,  and  it  was  held,  that  the  claimants 
had  Ho  right  to  any  compensation. 

Here  the  claimants  were  tenants  from  year  to  year 
commencing  at  Christmas*  The  company,  in  January 
1837,  gave  a  six  months'  notice  under  the  act,  suppos- 
ing erroneously,  that  the  claimants  held  from  MichaeU 
mas.  On  discovering  the  error,  they  gave  notice  that 
the  premises  would  not  be  wanted  till  Christmas*  The 
claimants  did  not  quit  in  July,  nor  indeed  at  Christmas. 
At  the  time  of  the  notice  in  January,  the  company  had 
not  purchased  the  landlord's  interest,  but  they  did  so 
before  Jtdy  (ft),  and  before  they  gave  notice  that  the 
premises  were  not  wanted  till  Christmas.  Now,  if  the 
claimants  had  quitted  in  Jtdy,  they  would  undoubtedly 
have  been  entitled  to  some  compensation,  but  as  .they 
have  chosen  to  hold  over  beyond  Christmas,  at  which 
time  they  might  have  been  compelled  to  quit  by  the 

(a)  AJ.4iE.eSO. 

(6)  It  wBt  felted  in  argument  thai  the  purchaie  was  made  between  10th 
Jrniuuy  and  lOCh  «7td^.*  the  conreyance  was  oo  25th  AvguU^  The  fact, 
that  the  claimants  had  not  quitted  at  OirUtmah  did  not  appear  by  the 
allidaivitBy  but  was  onerted  in  the  courN  of  argument. 

ordinary 
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1889.       cnrdiiiai*)r  landlord's  notice  without  compensation,  it  is 

said  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  anythinir.    On  the 
The  (fjawnt  ^  ^         o 

H''iinA        other  hand,  it  is  contended  that  the  tenancy  has  never 

and  SovvBAw-  been  determinedi  because  no  regular  landlord's  notice 
'company?^    was  giren ;  that  the  situation  of  the  tenants  was  mate- 
rially altered  by  the  six  months'  notice  given  in  January^ 
and  their  possession  rendered  wholly  uncertain  from  day 
to  day  after  the  expiration  of  those  six  months. 

We  cannot  think  that  the  act  of  parliament  requires 
two  notices  in  the  case  of  a  tenancy  from  year  to  y^ar ; 
but  the  true  construction  is,  that  the  company  might 
either  give  the  ordinary  landlord's  notice  ending  with 
the  current  year  of  the  tenancy,  in  which  case  no  com* 
pensation  would  be  due,  or  six  months'  notice  under 
the  act,  to  be  given  at  any  time,  in  which  case  the  tenant 
Would  be  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  value  of  the 
term  between  the  expiration  of  the  six  months'  notiee 
and  the  time  when  a  regular  landlord's  notice  would 
have  expired.  But  in  order  to  entitle  the  tenant  to 
such  compensation,  the  premises  must  be  given  up.  If, 
as  in  this  case,  the  company  inform  the  tenant  that  he 
may  hold  them  till  the  end  of  the  current  year,  and  he 
chooses  so  to  do,  the  situation  of  the  parties  is  the  same 
as  if  a  regular  landlord's  notice  had  been  originally 
given,  and  the  tenant  is  entitled  to  no  compensation, 
because  he  has  voluntarily  retained  the  possession. 
It  makes  no  difference  that  the  company  were  not 
^  landlords  when  they  gave  the  notice  in  January  ;  that 
notice  was  undoubtedly  meant  to  operate  under  the  act, 
and  would  have  done  so  but  for  the  subsequent  conduct 
of  the  parties*  Under  these  oireumstandes,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  this  tule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged* 
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1639. 

Newman   against  Bemdtsbe    and  Metcalfe,  Tuesday, 
Clerk- 


»acon- 
i  under 


TRESPASS  for  taking  plaintiff's  cart  and  detaining  Where  i 
It  till  payment  of  money.    Plea  (by  statute),  not  sect  uofstat. 

.-  11  G.  4.  & 

gWity.  1  W.  4.  c,  64. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  last  Lent  assizes  at  Cam-  J^^  tr"^^"^ 
hridge^  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  ver*  ^'}^^^ 
diet.     Leave  was  reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  P;^  ^^^j^.  ^^ 

offence  of  keep- 
enter  a  nonsuit,  if  this  Oourt  should  be  of  opinion  that  ^°g  bis  house 

open  for  the 

the  oonviction,  under  which  the  defendants  justified,  was  uie  of  beer, 
valid.     Plaintiff  had  been  convicted  under  sect.  14  of  beer,^nd  fuf. 
Stat.  11  G.4.  &  1  W.  4.  e.  64.  (for  the  general  sale  of  ^^^^^^ 
beer  &c),  amended  by  4  &  5  ^T.  4*  c.  85. ;  and  the  cart  [^^e^'bouw^tt 
was  seized  as  a  distress  for  the  penalty  and  costs.    The  *J^  unWui 

*  ''  time,  and  con- 

conviction  was  as  follows :  — •  dieted  him  in 

the  penalty  of 

Cambridgeshire^  to  wit.     Be  it  remembered  that,  on  40s.  as  upon  a 

sinffle  offence : 

&€.,  Bobert  Newman^  of  &e.,  was  duly  convicted  befor^     Held,  that  the 
lis  J.  K  Esq.  and  the  Rev.  W.  Af.,  clerk,  two  of  her  badrbeomse  u 
Miyest/s  justices  of  the  peace  in  petty  sessions  for  the  San'onedift^ 
division  of  ArringUm  in  the  said  county,  for  that  he,  ^^  A^*°^ 
the  said  A  Newman^  being  a  person  licensed  under  the  j»».i*y  ^^ 
provisions  of  an  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  penalty  by 
1  W^  4.,  entided  <^  An  act  to  permit  the  general  sale  of 
beer  and  cider  by  retail  in  England^*  and  also  under 
the  provisions  of  another  act  of  parliament  made  and 
passed  5  W.  4«,  entided  <*  An  act "  &c.  (to  amend  the 
preceding  act),  to  sell  beer  by  retail  in  the  house  occu« 
pied  by  him  in  the  parish  of  Haslingjteldf  and  within 

the 
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1889«        the  division  &c.,  <^  did^  on  Wednesday  the  6tb  day  o(June 
last  &c.,  between  the  hours  of  nine  and  ten  of  the  dock  in 

I'^SWlf  AN 

ageanti        the  eveningj  keep  open  the  said  house  in  the  said  parish  of 
HasUngfield^r  the  sale  of  beer^  and  did,  on  the  day  and 
at  the  time  last  aforesaid^  sell  beer^  and  suffer  the  same  to 
be  drunk  and  consumed  in  such  house^  such  time  having  been 
declared  to  be  unlawful  by  an  order  of  her  Majesty's  justices 
of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  made  at  a  special  sessions 
holden  for  the  division  of  A.  aforesaid,  on  '*  &c  in  pur* 
suance  of  the  said  hereinbefore  mentioned  act  (5  W*  4«), 
by  which  said  order  the  said  justices  did  among  other 
things  fix,  that  the  hour  at  which  houses  and  premises 
licensed  to  sell  beer  under  the  said  last-mentioned  act 
of  parliament  within  the  said  division  of  A.  should  be 
closed  should  for  the  year  then  ensuing  be  the  hour  of 
nine  of  the  clock  in  the  evening,  excepting  in  Jtdy^ 
August  J  and  September^  and  on  Sunday Sf  **  and  which 
said  order  was  not  appealed  against,  and  has  not  been 
altered,  and  is  still  in  force,  and  notice  thereof  had  been 
duly  served  on  the  said  22.  Newman^  previous  to  the 
commission  of  the  said  offence;  the  said  keeping  open 
the  said  house  for  the  sale  of  beer,  and  selling  beer  and 
suffering  the  same  to  be  drunk  and  consumed  therein  at 
the  time  above  charged  and  specified,  being  contrary  to 
and  in  breach  and  transgression  of  the  conditions  and 
provisions  of  the  license  granted  to  the  said  R.  Newman 
for  the  sale  of  beer  by  retail ;  whereby  the  said  R.  Neoo- 
man  has  forfeited  the  sum  of  405.,  this  being  adjudged 
to  be  his^r5/  offence  against  the  provisions  of  the  said 
acts  of  parliament  hereinbefore  mentioned,  besides  the 
costs  of  this  conviction,"  which  costs  were  assessed  under 
the  statute  at  1/.  185.  ^d.     Then  followed  a  distribution 

of 
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of  the  penalty,  and  direction  for  payment  of  costs  to  the        18S9. 
prosecutor  (a).  j; 

NlWltAK 

ogtsifui 

Kelbf  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  nonsuit.     Bknotshx. 
On  the  trial  seven  objections  were  made  to  the  con- 

(a)  The  foUowing  are  the  clauses  of  the  acts  under  which  the  conyictioa 
took  place:  — 

11  G.  4.  and  I  W.  4.  c.  64.  «.  14.  enacts,  «  That  no  person  licensed  to 
sell  beer  by  retail  under  this  act  shall  have  or  keep  his  house  open  for  the 
sale  of  beer,  nor  shall  sell  or  retail  beer^  nor  shall  suffer  any  beer  to  be 
drank  or  consumed  in  or  at  such  house,  at  any  time  before  the  hour  of 
Cour  of  the  clock  in  the  moming'nor  alVer  ten  of  the  clock  in  the  even- 
ing of  any  day  in  the  week,  nor  at  any  time  between  the  hours  of  ten  of  the 
diock  in  the  forenoon  and  one  of  the  clock  in  the  afternoon,  nor  at  any 
dme  betweefti  the  hours  of  three  and  five  of  the  clock  in  the  afternoon,  on 
any  Sundmf/*  &c.  (naming  certain  other  days),  **and  if  any  such  person 
shall  keep  his  house  open  for  selling  beer,  or  shall  sell  or  retail  beer,  at 
any  time  after  the  hour  of  ten  of  the  clock  in  the  evening  or  before  the 
boar  of  four  of  the  clock  in  the  morning  of  any  day,  or  between  the  hours 
oC **  ftc.  **  OB  any  Sundojf  *'  &c  **  such  person  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  40(. 
for  every  offence ;  and  every  separate  sale  shall  be  deemed  a  separate 
offence. " 

Stat*  4  &  5  IT.  4«  c  85.  «.  6.  enacts,  "That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
justices  of  the  peace  of  every  county,  riding,  division,  ihinchise,  liberty^ 
city,  town,  and  place,  in  petty  sessions  assembled,  and  they  are  hereby 
requited,  to  fix  once  a  year,  within  thirty  days  after  the  passing  of  this 
■ct  in  this  year,  and  in  every  future  year,  in  the  counties  of  Middlesex  and 
Sumy  within  the  first  ten  days  of  the  month  of  March,  and  in  every 
county  on  some  day  between  the  20th  day  of  August  and  the  14th  day  of 
September  inclusive,  the  hours  at  which  houses  and  premises  licensed  to 
sell  beer  under  this  ad  shall  be  opened  and  closed. 

Sect  11  enacts,  '*  That  all  the  powers,  regulations,  proceedings,  forms, 
penalties,  forfeitures,  and  provisions  contained  in  the  said  recited  act  with 
relSntnce  lo  persons  licensed  under  the  said  act,  and  to  the  offences  com* 
mitted  by  such  persona  against  the  said  act^  or  against  the  tenor  of  any 
licence  granted  under  the  said  act,  and  also  with  reference  to  the  sureties 
of  such  persons,  and  to  persons  doing  the  things  thereby  prohibited  with* 
out  the  licence  required  by  the  said  act,  shall  (except  where  they  are 
altered  by  this  act  or  are  repugnant  thereto)  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be 
applicable  to  aU  persons  licensed  under  this  act,  and  to  all  offences  com- 
mitted by  such  persons  of  the  same  description  as  the  offences  mentioned 
in  the  said  act "  &c.,  as  fully  as  if  all  the  said  powers,  penalties,  &c.  had 
been  repeated  and  re-enacted  in  this  act  with  reference  to  persons  licensed 
under  this  act,  &c 

viction. 
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1839.  victioD.  ]•  It  does  not  state  to  whom  the  beer  was 
sold.     This  is  unnecessary.    The  parties  might  not 

against  choose  to  mention  their  names.  Selling  per  se  is 
an  offence;  it  matters  not  to  whom.  In  Newman  y. 
The  Earl  of  Hardwicke  (a),  where  the  offence  was 
permitting  beer  to  be  consumed  on  the  premises,  it 
was  not  objected  to  the  conviction  that  the  parties  con- 
suming were  not  named.  3.  The  justices  who  made 
the  order  under  sect.  6  of  4*  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  85.  are  not 
named.  This  might  be  an  objection  to  the  order  itself; 
but  here  the  order  is  not  disputed^  and  is  stated,  in  the 
conviction,  not  to  have  been  appealed  against.  8*  The 
conviction  states  that  the  house  was  open,  &c.  at  a  time 
**  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  an  order  "  &c.,  and  it  is  ob- 
jected that  the  act  gives  no  power  to  declare  the  illegality. 
The  answer  is  that,  at  all  events,  it  sufficiently  appears 
that  the  order  fixed  the  times  of  opening  and  closing, 
and  a  violation  of  the  order  is  illegal.  The  declaration 
of  illegality  is  at  most  mere  surplusage  (£).  4.  The  order 
is  not  said  to  have  been  made  at  the  petty  sessions.  The 
conviction  calls  it  a  special  sessions;  in  fact  any  session 
is  a. petty  session,  if  it  be  not  a  general  session ;  JRegina 
v.  Raixlins  (c).  5.  The  time  of  keeping  open  house  is 
not  specified  with  precision,  but  is  stated  to  have  been 
<<  between  the  hours  of  nine  and  ten"  in  the  evening. 
It  is,  however,  enough  to  shew  that  the  time  was  after 
nine  o'clock.  6.  It  is  objected  that  the  whole  order  of 
justices  should  have  been  set  out;  but  this  cannot  b^ 


(a)  %A.^E.\2A, 

(b)  The  form  of  licence  in  the  scfaedule  of  4  &  5  T.  4.  c.  85.,  uses  the 
words  «  at  any  time  which  by  any  order  of  the  justices  made  in  pur- 
fuance  "  &c.  (of  that  act)  •<  shall  be  declared  to  be  unlawful." 

(c)  8  C.  fr  P.  4S9. 

necessary, 


IN  THB  Second  Year  o#  VICTORIA.  15 

necessary,  if  the. conviction  shews  so  much  of  it  as  the  1889. 
plaintiff  transffressed*  7*  The  last  objection  is  that  the 
conviction  includes  three  distinct  o&nces^  viz.  keeping  ogainst 
the  house  open  for  the  sale  of  beer;  selling  beer;  and 
suffering  beer  to  be  drunk  and  ccmsumed  in  the  house; 
and  that  these  several  offences  should  not  be  included 
in  one  conviction.  But  the  offence  charged  is  sub- 
stantiaUy  one  act.  The  several  acts  are  the  con« 
sequences  of  the  first;  The  consumer  buys  at  the 
bouse  kept  open  for  sale.  Rex  y,  Salomons  {a\  which 
may  be  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  is  rather  an  authority 
bt  the  defendants.  There  the  conviction  charged  the 
^oflfence''  of  dealing  in  lottery  tickets  and  registering 
them  without  licence,  which  were  held  to  constitute  two 
oflknces;  whereas  if  the  reasoning  of  the  plaintiff  is 
goody  there  were  four  offences  charged;  viz.  keeping  an 
office  for  dealing  in  tickets;  dealing  in  them;  keeping 
im  office  for  registering;  and  registering  them.  The 
Court  must  have  treated  the  offences  immediately  con- 
nected with  each  other  as  one ;  viz.,  the  keeping  an  office 
for  doing  a  thing,  and  the  doing  of  it.  [Lord  Denman 
C.  J.  May  not  a  person  keep  his.  house  open  without 
sdling?]  It  is  laid  as  one  act  and  one  offence,  and  a 
single  penalty  only  imposed.  The  statement  is  not 
vitiated  by  introducing  acts  connected  with  and  involved 
in  it.  A  publican  who  suffers  his  beer  to  be  drunk  in 
his  house  must  of  necessity  keep  it  open,  and  must  have 
supplied  the  beer  which  his  customer  drinks  in  the 
bouse.  If  he  had  been  alleged  to  have  merely  suffered 
the  beer  to  be  drunk,  it  might  have  been  objected  that 
it  was  drunk  by  his  own  family;  but  here  the  additional 

(a)  1  T,  R.  249. 

statement 
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ISS9.       statement  clears  the  charge  of  ambiguity,  and  shews  the 

act  to  be  illegal.    ILittUMe  J.  Sect.  14  of  stat  1 1  G.  4. 

agtana  &  1  W.^.c.  64.  imposes  no  penalty  on  the  offence  of 
suffering  beer  to  be  consumed  (a)]*  That  rather  helps 
the  conviction,  by  removing  one  of  the  grounds  of  un- 
certainty. At  all  events,  the  conviction  is  now  aided 
by  sects.  25  and  27f  which  give  the  general  form  pur* 
sued  in  this  case,  and  provide  that  want  of  fprm  shall 
be  no  objection. 

Cut.  ado.  vuU* 

Lord  Dekman  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  of  this 
term  {Saturday  20th  April)^  stated  the  judgment  of  th^ 
Court  that  the  conviction  was  bdd,  on  the  ground  relied 
upon  in  the  seventh  objection  \  viz.,  that  it  charged  the 
plaintiff  with  tnore  than  one  offence  against  the  statute^ 
for  which  he  might  have  been  distinctly  convicted. 

Rule  refused* 

(a)  But  lee  sects.  13  &|;i5.  of  stat  11  (7.  4.  &  1  W.  4.  c.  64. ;  sects. 
1 1  and  4  of  Stat  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  85.»  and  the  fonn  of  license  in  tbe  scbe* 
dule  to  that  act. 
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H0RN£R  against  KePPEL.  Wednesday, 

DECLARATION  on  a  bill  of  exchange  by  third  l" "  «ction  by 
indorsee  against 

indorsee  against  acceptor^  averring  notice  to  de-  acceptor,  de- 
fendant  of  the  premises  in  the  declaration,  agreeably  to  that  be  had  no 
the  form  in  the  schedule  Jtrg.  Gen.  Trin.  I  fV.^.  (*)•  indoreement ; 
Plea;  that  defendant  had  no  notice  of  the  indorsement  ^^^elo  "*"' 
of  the  bill  before  it  became  due,  nor  did  he,  at  the  time  ^^V  f"l^* 

'  plaintiflThad 

of  the  indorsement,  promise  to  pay  the  amount  accord-  notp«dtbe 

whole  consider- 

log  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof,  nor  did  plaintiff  pay  ation.    The 
to  his  indorser  the  whole  amount  thereof  as  the  con«>  to  set  aside  the 
sideration.     Verification.     Special  demurrer.     The  de-  upon*1notion!*^ 
fendant  was  not  under  terms  to  plead  issuably.  ^i^  it^dearly 

frivolous,  the 
Court  will  set 

Theobald  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  "wide, al- 
though the 
plea  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  the  plaintiff  sign  judg-  defendant  is 

not  under 

ment  as  for  want  of  a  plea.  The  want  of  notice  and  of  terms  to  plead 
consideration  are  wholly  immaterial,  and  the  denial  of  '""*  ^ 
a  promise  is  no  longer  permitted  by  the  new  rules  of 
pleading.  The  plea,  too,  attempts  to  put  several  facts  in 
issue.  It  is  therefore  clearly  insufficient,  and  ought 
to  be  treated  as  a  nullity.  The  practice  has  not  been 
uniform,  in  cases  where  the  defendant  is  not  under 
terms  to  plead  issuably.  In  Caacper  v.  Jones  (c),  PaU 
ieson  J.  is  stated  to  have  denied  the  authority  of  the 
Court  to  interfere  in  such  cases,  except  under  special 
circumstances.  In  Miley  v.  Walls  (d)  the  Court  of  Ex- 
Co)  See  the  neit  two  cases. 

(A)  2B,  4-  Ad.  785.     '  (c)4DowL  P.  C.  591. 

id)  1  Dowl.  P.  a  648.    &  C\  2  Law  Journ.  17a  (Exdu)  N.  S. 

Vol.  X.  C  chequer 
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1 8S9.       chequer  seem,  at  first,  to  have  doubted  whether  a  plea 
"""^       of  no  consideration  by  an  acceptor  could  be  treated  as 

HOKKIE  . 

agtdntt  a  nullity ;  but  they  afterwards  set  aside  the  plea  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  false  in  fact.  Sham  pleas  have  often 
been  set  aside  and  judgment  signed  accordingly ;  Bich- 
ley  V.  Proane{a)9  Smith  v.  Hardy  (A) ;  although  Meritig" 
ton  V.  Becket  {c)  is  contrary.  So  repugnant  pleas  have 
been  considered  to  be  nullities,  where  the  defendant 
was  under  terms ;  Serle  v.  Bradshaw  {d).  Bad  pleading 
in  delay  of  justice  has  always  been  treated  as  a  con- 
tempt, and  the  fines  for  it  once  formed  a  source  of 
revenue  to  the  crown  ;  Com.  Dig.^  Prerogative  (D  52.), 
It  is  very  desirable  that  the  Court  should  interfere  in  a 
summary  manner  to  prevent  pleading  for  delay. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  would  not  willingly  renounce 
any  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court;  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  we  must  not  enlarge  it,  or  multiply  cases  for  its 
interference.  Where  a  plea  is  clearly  frivolous  on  the 
face  of  it,  that  is  a  good  ground  for  setting  it  aside ;  but 
the  plea  here  is  not  quite  bad  enough  to  warrant  that 
remedy. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  Where  the  plea  is  contrary  tp  a  rule 
of  Court,  or  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  cause  of  ajction^ 
the  Court  will  set  it  aside ;  but  here  the  plea  traverses 
allegations  in  the  declaration,  which  are  found  in  the 
forms  prescribed  by  a  rule  of  the  Court. 

Patteson  J.  If  I,  in  Caxper  v.  Jones  {e\  repudiated 
any  authority  to  treat  a  bad  plea  as  a  nullity,  I  was  wrong. 

(a)  \B^C.  886.  (6)  8  Bin^.  435. 

(c)  a  A  4  C.  81.  (rf)  8  C.  4^  J/.  148. 

(e)  4i>0Mi(.P.  C59I. 

Coleridge 
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Coleridge  J.  There  may  be  a  distinction  between 
a  plea  bad  in  law,  and  a  plea  false  in  fact  Some  of  the 
cases  cited  refer  to  the  latter  fault.  The  present  plea 
is  objected  to  on  the  first  ground,  on  which  we  should 
certainly  be  slow  to  interfere ;  though  where  such  pleas 
are  put  in  for  delay  alone,  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  the 
members  of  a  liberal  profession  should  lend  themselves 
Co  so  unjust  an  object 

Rule  refused  (a). 
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(a)  On  the  last  day  of  this  term,  Theobald  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  that 
judgment  be  given  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer,  and  founded  his 
application  on  HawoHh  v.  White  (I  Arnold's  Sep.  S78.),  where,  in  a 
siintlar  cue,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  allowed  the  argument  to  be 
accelerated  in  order  to  defeat  ttie  attempt  at  delay  on  the  part  of  the  de^ 
fcndant.  The  Court  refused  tlie  rule,  but  intimated  their  intention  of 
indading  the  case  among  others  which  they  meant  to  set  down  for 
axipjanent  at  an  early  day.  In  Michaelmat  term,  1839,  the  Courts  of 
Cocnmon  Pleas  and  Exchequer  set  aside  frivolous  pleas  to  actions  on  bills 
of  escbango,  where  the  defendant  was  not  under  terms ;  Balnumno  v. 
TftpBtfwm  (6  New  Co,  15%),  Bradbury  v.  Etnans  (5  M  j-  W,  595.) 


Knowles  against  Burward. 


WednetdMf, 
April  17th. 


A  SSUMPSIT  on  two  bills  of  exchange,  by  second   Action  on  two 
indorsee  against  acceptor.     Account  stated.     Plea,  cbMgebyin- 
to  the  count  on  one  of  the  bills,  that  the  drawer  did  a^torfpiel, 
not,  at  the  time  of  makinff  or  of  acceptinff  the  said  bill,  "  *°  one  bill, 

o  r       o  'no  coDsider- 

pay  to  defendant  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  said  bill,  ****'°  between 

,  drawer  and  dc- 

as  and  for  the  consideration  of  defendant's  acceptance  fendant :  as  to 

the  other,  no 
consideration 
paid  by  plaintiff  to  defendant.     The  Court  set  aside  the  pleas,  with  costs,  and  allowed 
plaintiff  to  sign  judgment,  although  defendant  was  not  under  terms  (a). 


(a)  Sec  the  next  case. 

C  2 


thereof. 
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1889.       thereof.    Verification.     Plea  to  the  count  on  the  second 

'  bill;  that  plaintiff  did  not  at  the  time  of  making  or 

agairut       accepting  &c.,  pay  to  defendant  the  sum  mentioned  in 
Bur  WARS. 

1ft  as  and  for  the  consideration  of  defendant's  acceptance. 

Verification.     Plea  to  the  last  count,  non  assumpsit. 


Humfrey^  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  the  pleas  pleaded  in  the  cause  should  not  be  set 
aside  with  costs,  and  the  plaintiff  be  at  liberty  to  sign 
judgment.  An  affidavit  was  put  in  by  the  plaintiff's  at- 
torney, stating  that  there  was  a  valuable  consideration 
for  the  indorsement  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  verily 
believed  the  defendant  had  no  defence,  and  had  pleaded 
for  delay.  On  the  last  day  of  this  term  {fVednesday 
8th  May), 

Edwards  shewed  cause  upon  an  affidavit  stating  that 
defendant  was  not  under  terms  to  plead  issuably ;  that 
the  facts  stated  in  the  two  pleas  as  to  the  bills  were 
true ;  and  that  Littledale  J.  had  already  refused  to 
make  the  same  order.  He  cited  Homer  v.  Keppel  (a), 
and  contended  that  there  were  three  classes  of  cases 
only  in  which  judgment  may  be  signed  as  for  want  of  a 
plea ;  Ist,  where  the  plea  is  a  sham  plea,  and  proved 
to  be  such  by  affidavit ;  2dly,  where  the  plea  is  absurd 
and  impossible  on  the  face  of  it;  Sdly,  where  the  plea 
has  tendered  issues  to  different  jurisdictions;  and  he 
referred  to  Camper  v.  Jones  (b)  and  the  cases  mentioned 
in  the  note  to  Idle  v.  Crutch  (c).  The  pleas  here  are  not 
absurd,  for  if  a  bill  be  an  accommodation  bill,  the  action 


(a)  Antd,  p.  17.  (6)  4  DowL  P.  C  591. 

(c)  1  Chit.  Rgp.  524. 

may 
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may  be  defeated  by  shewing  that  the  Indorsee  gave  no 
value  for  it. 

Humjreyf  contra.  The  doubts  attributed  to  Patter 
son  J.  in  Camper  v.  Jones  (a)  were  disowned  in  Homer 
V.  Keppel  (6). 
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1839. 
Kkowuh 

BUKWAKO. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  In  Homer  v.  Keppel  (i),  the 
defendant  traversed  an  averment  inserted  in  the  decla- 
ration on  the  authority  of  a  rule  of  this  court.  The 
matters  pleaded  here  are  clearly  no  defence.  The  plea 
is  mere  waste  paper. 

LiTTLEDALE,    PaTTESON,   and    C!oLERIDG£    Js.^    CQU- 

curred. 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  4  DwbL  p.  C.  591. 


ih)  Anti,  p.  17. 


Tlie  following  case  was  decided  at  a  later  period  of  the 

term. 


Blackburn  against  Edwards  and  Venour. 


May  7tb. 


D 


EST  on  a  common  money  bond  in  the  penal  sum  Debt  on  bond 

sffsinst  ji,  and 

of  4000/.     Plea,  by  defendant  Edwards,  that  the  js.    Defendant 
plaintiff  ought  not  further  to  maintain  his  action,  because  tmns'tcf plead' 

isBuably, 
pleaded  that  plaintiff  ought  not  fuHher  to  maintain  his  action,  because  defendants  were  in 
partnership  aa  attorneys,  and,  after  Uie  commenceinent  of  the  suit,  in  consideradon  that 
defendant,  at  the  request  of  plaintiff  and  of  defendant  ^.,  would  dissolve  the  partnersliip, 
plaintiff  agreed  to  forbear  all  further  proceedings  in  the  action  ;  and  the  partnership  was 
disBoWed  accordingly.  Plaintiff  signed  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea.  On  motion  to 
set  aside  the  judgment,  the  Court  discharged  the  rule  with  costs,  (a) 

(a)  See  the  two  preceding  cases. 

C  3  before 


Edwards. 
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1889.  before,  and  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  at  the 
time  of  making  the  promise  and  agreement  hereinafter 

agamti  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  defendants  carried  on,  in 
copartnership  together,  the  business  of  attornies  at  Ijea" 
mingtan  &c.,  for  a  certain  time  then  unexpired ;  and 
thereupon  after  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit, 
on  &c.,  in  consideration  that  defendant  Edwards^  at  the 
request  of  plaintiiF  and  Venour  (the  other  defendant) 
would  dissolve  the  said  copartnership,  the  plaintiff  under- 
took, agreed,  and  promised  to  forbear  all  further  pro- 
ceedings in  the  said  action :  that  defendant  Edwards^ 
confiding  in  such  undertaking  &c.,  did  afterwards  dissolve 
the  said  copartnership,  and  the  same  was  accordingly 
then  put  an  end  to  by  and  between  the  defendants. 
Verification. 

The  defendants  being  under  terms  to  plead  is- 
suably,  the  plaintiff  signed  judgment  as  for  want  of  a 
plea. 

R.  V.  Richards  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment so  signed. 

Whately  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance,  and  con- 
tended that  the  plea  was  frivolous,  a  parol  agreement 
being  no  answer  to  an  action  on  a  specialty ;  Littler  v. 
Holland  (a).  Brown  v.  Goodman  (i).  He  also  cited 
Staples  V.  Holdsworth  (c),  and  note  (1)  to  Fowell  v.  For^ 
rest  {d).  No  material  issue  could  be  taken  on  this 
plea. 

(a)  3  r.  R.  590.  (6)  3  T,  R.  592.  note  (b). 

(c)  4  New  Ca.  144.  (rf)  2  fFms,  Sound.  47 1. 

R.  V.  Richards, 
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A  V*  Richards^  in  reply.  The  plea  does  not  attempt 
to  deny  the  forfeiture  of  the  bond ;  it  is  merely  in  bar 
of  ihe/krtAer  maintenance  of  the  action. 


1839. 

Blackburk 
againtt 

EOWAKOS.. 


Per  Curiam^  {a) 

The  plea  is  clearly  frivolous.  To  be  an  issuable  plea, 
it  must  admit  of  an  issue  being  taken  on  some  material 
fact.     Here  no  such  issue  could  be  taken. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs. 

(«}  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtledale,  PaUeton^  and  Coleridge  Js. 


Barsuam  against  Bullock. 


ffedniCtdmf, 
Jpriimh. 


thereupon  (a). 


DEBT  for  penalties  against  the   Sheriff  of  Essex,  To  a  penal 
^     ^  action  on 

for  causing  plaintiff,  whom  he  had  arrested   by  ss  G.  2.  c.  28« 
virtue  of  a  writ  of  capias,  to  be  conveyed  and  carried  against  the 
to  a  public  drinking-house,  without  the  free  and  vo-  carrying  a 
luntary  consent  of  the  plaintiff.     Plea  (among  others)  gy'Sm  to  1'"^ 
that  defendant  did  not  cause  plaintiff  to  be  conveyed  {JJ^^f^^^d'*"' 

or  carried  to  a  public  drinkinij-house  without  his  free  voluntfnr  con- 
'^  ^  ^  Knt,  defends 

and   voluntary   consent,    modo   et   form& ;    and   issue  ant  pleaded 

that  he  did  not 
carry  the  plain* 
^  tiflTtoaUyern 
^(1  without  hit  free 
and  Toluntary 
,  modo  et  formii.  Meld,  on  imue  joined  thereon,  that  as  the  plea  admitted  an  arrest 
by  the  defendant,  and  as  the  evidence  shewed  the  arrest  to  have  been  made  by  the  same 
officer  who  carried  the  plaintiff  to  the  tavern,  there  was  no  necessity  for  furtlier  connecting 
defendant  with  the  act  of  the  officer  by  proof  of  the  warrant. 

Q]iMere,  whether  the  plea  operated  as  a  denial  both  of  the  carrying  to  the  Uvem,  and  of 
Che  consent ;  or  only  of  the  consent  ? 

While  the  officer  was  illegally  carrying  the  party  to  gaol  within  twenty-four  hours  after 
■rrest,  the  prisoner,  to  avoid  being  taken  to  gaol,  consented  to  go  to  a  tavern,  and  there 
drmw  up  an  agreement  for  the  purpose  of  getting  discharged :  Held,  that  a  consent  so  ob- 
tained was  not  free  and  Toluntary  within  the  sutute,  and  that  the  plea  was  properly  nega- 
tived by  the  jury. 

(a)  The  action  was  on  sect.  1  of  S2  G,  2.  c.  28.,  which  enacts  <*  that 

no  <heriflr,   under-sheriff,  bailtflT,  serjeant  at  mace»  or  other  officer  or 

C  4  minister 


24. 


CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 


1839. 

BaR9HAM 

against 
Bullock. 


On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  at  the  London 
sittings,  after  Hilary  term  1^39,  it  appeared  that  the 
sherifTs  oiScer^  who  had  arrested  the  plainUff,  was 
illegally  conveying  him  to  gaol  within  twenty-four  hours 
after  the  arrest,  when  the  plaintiiF,  in  order  to  avoid 
being  carried  to  gaol,  consented  to  go  to  a  tavern,  and 
there  to  execute  an  agreement  with  his  creditor  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  his  discharge.  It  was  contended, 
on  the  part  of  defendant,  that  this  was  evidence  of  con- 
sent, and  that,  at  all  events,  the  warrant  should  be  pro- 
duced, in  order  to  fix  the  defendant  with  the  act  of  the 
oiScer.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  overruled  the  latter 
objection,  and  told  the  jury  that,  if  the  plaintiff  merely 
preferred  being  taken  to  the  tavern  to  going  to  gaol, 
and  submitted  to  it  as  the  less  evil  of  the  two,  the  plea 
was  not  supported.     The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff. 


Sir  «7.  Campbell  J  Attorney-General,  now  moved  for  a 
rule  nisi  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  the  grounds  relied  upon  at 
the  trial.  The  plea  puts  in  issue  both  the  carrying  to 
the  tavern  and  the  want  of  consent.  The  arrest  ia 
indeed  admitted,  but  a  mere  stranger  may  have  con-« 
veyed  the  plaintiff  to  the  house.     The  warrant  must  be 


minister  whatsoerer,  shall  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter  convey  or  carry, 
or  cause  to  be  conveyed  or  carried  any  person  or  persona  by  him  or  tbem 
arrested,  or  being  in  his  or  their  custody  by  virtue  or  colour  of  any  action, 
writ,  process  or  attachment,  to  any  tavern,  ale-house,  or  other  public 
victualling  or  drinking  house,  or  to  the  private  house  of  any  such  officer 
or  minister,  or  of  any  tenant  or  relation  of  his,  without  the  free  and  volun- 
tary consent  of  the  person  or  persons  so  arrested  or  in  custody ;  **  **  nor 
shall  carry  any  such  person  to  any  gaol  or  prison  within  four  and  twenty 
hours  from  the  time  of  such  arrest,  unless  such  person  or  persons  so  ar- 
rested shall  refuse  to  be  carried  to  some  safe  and  convenient  dwelh'ng- 
house  of  his,  her  or  their  own  nomination  or  appointment  **  &c.  • 

Sect.  12.  imposes  the  penalty,  and  gives  an  action  for  its  recovery. 


produced 
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produced  to  shew  that  this  was  not  the  case ;    George  v.        18S9. 

Perring  {a).     Then,  as  to  consent,  the  facts  are  cogent        " 

evidence  of  it;  for  the  plaintiff  went  to  tlie  tavern  to        againu 

Bollock. 
draw  up  an  agreement  for  his  own  discharge,  and  there 

was  no  illegality  in  taking  the  plaintiff  icnoards  the  gaoK 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  is  no  pretence  for  saying 
that  this  was  a  free  and  voluntary  consent  It  is  mere 
duress  and  an  abuse  of  office.  The  plaintiff,  finding 
himself  about  to  be  forcibly  carried  to  gaol,  submits  to 
be  conveyed  to  the  tavern  in  preference  to  the  gaol. 
The  jury  found  instantly  that  it  was  not  a  free  and 
voluntary  consent. 

LiTTLEOALE,  Patteson,  and  Coleridge  Js.  con- 
curred. 


As  to  the  other  point. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  of  this 
term,  delivered  judgment  as  follows :  — 

The  question  in  this  case,  upon  which  we  took  time 
to  consider,  is,  whether  the  defendant,  the  sheriff  of 
Essex,  was  sufficiently  connected  by  (he  evidence  with 
the  person  who  did  the  act  complained  of,  without  pro- 
duction of  the  warrant.  The  third  count  of  the  declar- 
ation, on  which  the  question  arises,  charges  the 
defendant  with  having  taken  the  plaintiff,  whom  he  had 
arrested  for  debt,  to  a  drinking-house  without  his  free 

(a)  4  Etp.  63. 

consent. 
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1889.        consent.     The  plea  states  that  the  defendant  did  not 
take  him  to  the  drinking-house  without  his  free  and  vo- 

Baeshax 

against        luntaij  consent  in  manner  and  form. 

Now,  assuming  for  the  sake  of  the  argument  that  this 
plea  traverses  as  well  the  fact  of  taking  to  the  drinking- 
house  by  the  defendant,  as  that  it  was  done  without  the 
/  consent  of  the  plaintifi^  still  it  plainly  admits  that  the 

defendant  arrested  the  piaintiiT;  it  adopts  the  act  of  the 
officer  in  arresting  him ;  and  it  was  not  necessary  to 
produce  the  warrant  in  order  to  shew  that  arrest  to  be 
the  act  of  the  defendant.  The  plea  admits  the  officer, 
who  arrested,  to  be  the  agent  of  the  defendant  for  that 
purpose.  Then  the  evidence  shewed  who  that  officer  was, 
and  that  the  same  officer  took  the  plaintiff  to  the  drinking- 
house  ;  and  it  being  admitted  that  he  was  the  agent  of 
the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  arresting,  it  follows 
that  he  must  be  his  agent  in  all  that  he  does  arising  out 
of  that  arrest. 

In  George  v.  Perring  (a),  which  was  referred  to,  the 
person,  who  did  the  act  complained  of,  was  not  the  officer 
who  arrested,  and  it  was  shewn  that  the  warrant  was 
neither  addressed  to,  nor  handed  over  to,  him. 

We  think  that  tlie  defendant  was  sufficiently  con« 
nected  with  the  act  done,  and  that  no  rule  should  be 
granted. 

Rule  refused.  (A) 

(o)  4  Etp.  63. 

{b)  See  SOk  ▼.  Ilumphery,  4  A,  j;  E.  959. 
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1839. 


Sutton  and  Others  against  Tatham.  Thursday, 

°  April  18th. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  the  work  and  labour  &c.  of  plain-  A  person  em- 
ploying a 
tiffs  done  and  bestowed  by  them  as  the  brokers  and  broker  to  sell 

agents  of  and  for  defendant  on  his  retainer  and  at  his  him,  by  mis- 

request,  and  for  commission  and  reward  due  from  de-  250  shar^, 

fendant  to  plaintiffs  in  respect  thereof.  Counts  for  money  xhe^^rokef ^' 

paid,  and  on  an  account  stated.     Plea,  non  assumpsit.  «>ntrac^  7»th 

■  *  another  broker 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  <>«  the  Stock 

Exchange  for 

in  London  after  last  Hilary  term,  the  following  facts  the  sale.    The 
appeared :  —  The  defendant  had  employed  the  plaintiffs  the  next  day» 
as  brokers,  and  had  dealings  with  them  in  stock  and  broker  of  the 
shares  for  three  or  four  years.     On  May  28th,  1838,  he  ^jf^Jf  ^/ 
gave  directions  to    the    plaintiffs  to  sell  for  him  250  n'J*g;["„''^^]^ 
shares  in  the  South  Australian  Company.    They  accord-  ^®»<*;  ^^ 

'       "  "  broker  an- 

ingly,  on  Afoy  29th,  sold  109  such  shares  to  WeU$^  a  swercd -'No;" 

and  the  share- 

broker,  and  advised  defendant  thereof  by  letter  of  that  holder  then 
day;  and  on  May  SOth,  they  sold  Welh  100  more  such  leave  the  matter 
shares.     On  the  same  day  the  defendant  came  to  the  Jj^  ^^  blwt^he* 
plaintiflTs'  counting-house,  and  said  that  there  had  been  ^^"J,^;^  ^tj  ^* 
a  mistake,  and  that  he  had  intended  only  to  sell  fifty  ^Y^^  ^** 

^  ^    change,broken, 

shares.     He,  in  fact,  had  not  the  number  sold  by  the  0°  »<<»  of 

*^  this  de- 

plaintiffs.     On  the  following  day,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  scHptton,  do 

Mr.  Robert  Sutton,  had  an  interview  with  the  defendant,  principal!  *nd, 

when,  as  was  stated  in  evidence,  the  latter  said  "he  had  nofprJp!^^o 

got  into  a  difficulty."     Sutton  said,  "  it  was  an  unfortu-  comJi^t^he 

purchaser  bujri 
the  requisite  number  of  shares  and  the  Tensor  is  bound  to  make  up  the  loss,  if  any,  resultinir 
from  a  difference  in  prices.  The  broker  paid  such  difference,  being  unable  to  complete  his 
contTMt  and  the  purchaser  having  made  good  the  shares  at  a  loss.  Held,  that  for  the  dif- 
ference so  advanced,  the  shareholder  was  liable  to  the  broker  in  assumpsit  for  money  paid. 
Per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  and  LUiledale  J.  A  person  who  employs  a  broker  on  the 
Slock  Exchange  impliedly  gives  him  authority  to  act  in  accordance  with  the  rules  there 
cstabUshcd,  though  such  principal  may  himself  be  ignorant  of  the  rules. 

nate 
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1839.        nate  mistake/'    Defendant  asked  if  the  bargain  could 
7  not  be  made  void?    Sutton  said   "No-**     Defendant 

Sutton 

jgainst        then  said  **  he  must  leave  the  matter  in  their  hands  to 
do  the  best  they  could/'     Plaintiffs,  on  the  Slst,  applied 
to  Wells  to  cancel  the  bargain,  informing  him  of  the 
mistake,  but  he  declined,  saying  it  was  too  late.     The 
Stock  Exchange  is  governed  by  rules  of  a  committee, 
which  are  in  print,    and  one  of  them  is,  that  if  the 
selling  broker  is  not  prepared  to  fulfil  his  contract, 
the  purchaser  may  buy  in  shares  to  make  up  the  defi- 
ciency, and  charge  the  selling  broker  with  any  loss  by 
difference  of  price.     The  reception  of  this  rule  in  evi- 
dence was  objected  to,  but  the  objection  over-ruled. 
If  the  selling  broker  refuses  to  make  up  the  difference, 
he  is  liable  to  be  expelled  the  Stock  Exchange.     Ac- 
cording to  the  usage,  no  principal  is  named  by  the 
broker  on  either  side.     The  plaintifis  being  unable  to 
complete  their  contract,  Wells  bought  in  shares,  accord- 
ing to  the  rule,  on  the  best  terms  in  his  power,  and 
there  being  a  loss  on  the   transaction,    the  plaintiffs 
repaid  this,  and  broker's  commission  for  the  purchase, 
to    WellSf   on   his  demand.  .  The   present  action   was 
brought  to   recover   this   amount,   and   the   plaintiff's 
brokerage  on  the  sale  of  the  shares  to  Wells.     Sir  F. 
Pollocki  for  the  defendant,  cited  Child  v.  Morley  (a),  as 
shewing  that  a  broker,  having  voluntarily  made  a  pay- 
ment in  obedience  to  the  rules  of  the  Stock  Exchange, 
could  not  hold  his  principal,  a  stranger  to  those  rules, 
responsible  for  the  amount.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  thought 
that  in  this  case  the  principal  was  answerable,  but,  as 
to  the  loss  on  the  second  purchase,  he  left  it  to  the  jury 
to  say  whether  the  bargain  for  that  purchase  was  made 

(a)  8  T.  R,  610. 

within 
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witbiQ  a  reasonable  time  after  the  mistake  was  disco-        I8S9. 

▼ered;  intimating  bis  own  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs 

were  only  entitled  to  recover  the  commission,  inasmuch        agtuna 

as  they  did  not  appear  to  have  done  the  best  in  their 

power  for  the  defendant  as  to  the  repurchase.     Verdict 

for  the  piaintiiTs  for  52L  Ss,^  the  amount  of  the  two 

commissions. 

Sir  jF.  Pollock  now  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection.  The  defendant  must  lose  the 
commission  on  the  sale  to  IVellsj  that  sale  having  been 
the  result  of  his  own  mistake.  But  the  plaintiffs  are 
not  entitled  to  commission  on  the  repurchase,  if,  by 
greater  diligence^  they  could  have  procured  the  sale  to 
be  cancelled  ;  and  at  all  events  they  might  have  left  the 
defendant,  who  was  not  amenable  to  the  rules  of  the 
Stock  Exchange*  to  adjust  it  for  himself.  If  they  have 
thought  proper  to  comply  with  those  rules,  by  which  no 
principals  are  known,  and  brokers  who  have  contracted 
to  sell  must,  under  certain  penalties,  deliver  the  amount 
contracted  for,  the  defendant,  who  is  not  cognisant  of 
the  rules,  ought  not  to  bear  the  consequences  of  such 
compliance.  The  language  of  the  Judges,  particularly 
that  of  Lawrence  J.,  in  Child  v.  Morley  {a\  is  strongly 
in  the  defendant's  favour.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think 
a  person  employing  one  who  is  notoriously  a  broker 
must  be  taken  to  authorise  his  acting  in  obedience  to 
the  rules  of  the  Stock  Exchange.  Patteson  J.  Did  the 
defendant  desire  to  have  the  purchaser's  name  given  to 
him  ?  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  stated  the  evidence  on  this 
point,  as  above]. 

(a)  8  7.  iZ.  610. 

LiTTLEDALE 
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1839. 

SuiToir 

against 

Tatham. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  C.  A  person  who  employsf  a  broker 
must  be  supposed  to  give  him  authority  to  act  as  other 
brokers  do.  It  does  not  matter  whether  or  not  he  him- 
self is  acquainted  with  the  rules  by  which  brokers  are 
governed. 


Fatteson  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 


Per  Curiam, 


Rule  refused. 


F'riday, 
jfprU  19th. 


Dry  against  Mary  Davy. 


Tiio  following      A  ssUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiff  as  surviving  partner  of 


Charles  Fl&mer  Mirfin^  on  a  guarantee  alleged  to 


guarantee  was 
given  to  the 
firm  of  M.  and 

n.,  the  actual    have  been  given  to  the  plaintiff  and  Mirfin  in  his  life- 

membera  of 

which,  at  the     time.     The  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit,  and  other 

time»  were  AT.,  »  -%  %  r^      %  % 

J),,  and  N.       pleas,  not  material  here.    On  the  trial  before  Lord  Den- 
sirous'of  com-    ^/^^  C.  J.  at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex^  after  last  term  it 
ncttTn  youT"    appcared  that  the  guarantee  declared  upon  was  given  to* 
the%8uaU«dh  -*^«C^'»  »"d  ^l^e  plaintiff,  then  carrying  on  business  in 
Y^"*Jh**k^'*  P^^^^^^^'^'P  **  linen-drapers,  by  the  defendant,  and  was 

well  to  supply     as  follows. 


him,  I  will  be 
answerable  for 
the  amount  of 
100/." 

Held,  that 
on  N,  with- 
drawing from 

the  firm  (which  the  usual  Credit  for  four  or  six  months. 

under  the         well  to  supply  him,  I  wlU  be  answerable  for  the  amount 

names  of  3/1  e -,  ^^i      j  q 

and  J).),  the       0\  100/.     I  am,  &C. 

^^Tr^o  "  28th  Ji.;!.  1886. 

intention  ap- 
pearing on  the  instrument  that  tlie  responsibility  should  continue  after  such  change  in  the 
partnership. 

At 


*'  Messrs.  Mirfin  and  Dry. 
"  Gendemen.    My  son  Mr.  G.  C.  Davy  oV  &c.  « is 
desirous  of  commencing  business  in  your  line,  and  wants 

If  you  think 


Mary  Davy** 


Davy. 
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At  this  time  the  firm  of  Mirfin  and  Dry  consisted  of  18S9. 
those  persons,  and  a  third  partner  named  Nicol,  Credit 
was  given  to  G.  C.  Davy^  as  desired.  Nicol  afterwards  .  t^nhut 
left  the  firm,  and  Mirfin  and  Dry  continued  the  busi- 
ness. The  goods,  in  respect  of  which  they  now  sought 
to  enforce  the  guarantee,  were  supplied  by  them  to 
G.  C.  Davy  after  Nicol  left  the  partnership.  The  Lord 
Chief  Justice  was  of  opinion  that,  on  NicoPs  departure 
from  the  firm,  the  guarantee  was  at  an  end,  and  he 
directed  a  nonsuit,  {a) 

Sir  J.  Campbelin  Attorney-General,  now  moved  for  a 
new  trial.  This  was  a  continuing  guarantee  to  the  firm 
of  Mirfin  and  Dry.  Being  given  to  the  firm,  it  was  not 
extinguished  by  NicoPs  retiring ;  and  he  could  not  be 
joined  as  a  plaintiff*,  because  the  credit  was  given  after 
he  withdrew,  and  therefore  he  never  had  a  right  of  action. 
Pease  v.  Hirst  {b)  shews  that  the  guarantee  was  available 
to  the  firm,  notwithstanding  the  departure  of  NicoL 
Bayley  J.  says  there,  that  "  A  surety  bond  or  instru- 
ment may  be  so  framed  as  to  compf  ehend  future  as  well 
as  present  partners."  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  the 
instrument  was  a  promissory  note,  payable  to  <<  Pease, 
Harrisofi  and  Co.,  or  order."]  It  certainly  makes  a 
distinction,  that  the  guarantee  there  was  given  by  a 
negotiable  instrument. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  language  of  Bayley  J.  in 
Pease  V.  Hirst  (6),  makes  it  an  authority  against  these 

(a)  It  was  alio  coDtended  that  the  guarantee,  in  its  tenns,  was  not  a 
cootXDuing  one,  to  which  point  Nichohan  v.  Ptigetf  1  Cro.  ^  M.  48.,  and 
MdmOe  t.  Bayden^  ^^'4;  ^^  593. ,  were  cited. 

(*)   10  B.*  C.  122. 

plaintiffs. 
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]8d9«  plaintiffs.  He  says:  '<  Here  by  the  form  of  the  in- 
strument none  of  the  parties  have  placed  themselves  in 
the  situation  of  sureties.  They  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  instrument  to  be  principals,  and  not  to  have  con- 
fined their  liability  to  the  then  existing  partners  in  tlie 
banking-house,  ye;r  the  note  is  made  payable  to  them  o»^ 
order."  And,  consequently,  after  a  change  in  tlie  firm, 
it  was  held  that  the  original  payees  might  sue  upon  the  * 
note  (which  had  not  been  indorsed)  for  the  benefit  of 
the  new  partners.  Here  the  instrument  was  of  a  totally 
different  description,  and  the  change  of  partnership  made 
an  end  of  the  guarantee. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  circumstancc  of  a  particular 
person  being  in  the  firm,  may  be  the  inducement  for 
giving  and  continuing  the  guarantee:  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  instrument  in  question  to  shew  that  that 
was  not  the  case  here. 

Patteson  J.  concurred. 

Coleridge  J.  Efther  the  guarantee  was  at  ah  end, 
or  Nicol  should  have  joined  in  the  action. 

Rule  refused. 


Thursday,  TOMES  V.  HaWKES. 

JprU  19th. 

Where •Tcrdict  rpHIS  cause  being  called  on  at  the  last  Northampton 

for  the  plaintiff    i  . 

is  taken  by  con-  assizes,  was  referi-ed  to  a  barrister.    A  verdict  wa» 

sent  at  Nisi 

Prius,  subject  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  referee  was  to  hear  the 
the  referee  may  evidence  and  give  his  certificate.  The  counsel  for  both 
Terdict  shairbe  P^^^ties  Consented  at  the  trial,  but  no  order  of  nisi  prius 

entered  for  the 

defendant,  although  no  express  authority  to  enter  a  verdict  be  giren ;  and  the  certificate 

may  be  gi?en  after  the  assises  are  over. 

was 
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was  drawn  up,  nor  was  any  rule  obtained.  The  referee 
proceeded  to  hear  the  evidence  on  the  same  day,  but  no 
certificate  was  given  until  after  the  assizes,  wheii  the 
referee  certified  that  **  a  verdict  ought  to  be  entered  for 
the  defendant"  A  verdict  for  the  defendant  was  ac- 
cordingly entered  on  the  postea.  % 

Humfrey  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  certificate  should  not  be  set  aside.  The  referee  had 
no  power  to  direct  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  de- 
fendant. A  verdict  can  be  given  only  by  a  jury,  or  by 
a  power  expressly  created  by  rule  of  court  or  order  of 
nisi  prius.  Here  there  was  a  mere  parol  submission, 
and  no  authority  appears  to  have  been  given  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant.  Where  certificates  are  given, 
that  is  invariably  done  during  the  assizes:  here  the 
assizes  had  been  over  some  time. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  In  admitting  that  the  verdict 
may  be  altered  by  a  certificate  during  the  assizes,  you 
admit  too  much  for  your  argument ;  for  in  no  case  is 
the  same  jury  ever  called  upon  to  sanction  the  finding 
under  the  certificate.  It  is  the  consent  of  the  parties 
alone  that  can  supersede  the  finding  of  the  jury.  By 
such  consent  the  finding  in  the  certificate  becomes  the 
finding  of  the  jury. 

LiTTLEDALE  and  Patteson  Js.  concurred. 

Coleridge  J.    This  is,  in  fact,  a  motion  to  set  aside 

tlie  verdict,  disguised  under  the  form  of  a  motion  to  set 

aside  the  certificate. 

Rule  refused  {a). 

(a)  8«e  Dwdim  ▼.  Brett,  2  A.  i  E,  S44. :  Hayward  t.  PkiUipi,  6  A,  i 
^  119. :  Pncg  ▼.  Popkin^  p.  139.  post. 
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April  2^  ^ 


The  Queen  against  Wickham. 


JV.I^KOR   on   a  judgment  of  the  Central  Criminal 
Court.     The  defendant  was  convicted  and  received 


Indictment 

stated  that  de-       ■  li 

fendant  falsely 

pretended  to  ,  .   i  #.     i      i 

IT.  that  he,  de-  judgment  .on  an  mdictment,  the  material  parts  of  which 

fendant,  was  a 

captain  in  the      are  as  tollOWS. 

C^pw'?.  .er-       "  The  jurors''  &c.,  «  That  Edward  Wickham,  late  oP' 
Toerteln  pro-*'  ^^'*  "  being  an  evil-disposed  person,  and   contriving 


^"^f^.^.      and  intending  to  cheat  and  defraud  one  William  Walker 
of  his  monies,  on''  &c.,  **  with  force  and  arms  at"  &c., 


ipro- 

note 
whichhe,*'  the 
defendant, 
"  then  and 

there  produced   **  unlawfully  did   falsely  pretend   to  the  said   William 

and  deliTered 

to**  IF.,  "pur^  Walket^  that  he,  the  said  E,  fF.,  was  a  captain  in  the 

made  for  the  Service  of  the  East  India  Company,  and  that  a  certain 

^^^t^  promissory  note  which  he  the  said  E.   W.  then  and 

(not  saying  by  ^^j.^   produced   and    delivered    to   the    said    William 

whom  It  pur-  ^ 

Walker,  purporting  to  be  made  for  the  payment  of  the 
sum  of  21/.,  was  a  good  and  valuable  security  for  the 
sum  of  21/.,  by  means  of  which  said  false  pretences  the 
said  E.  W.  did  then  and  there  unlawfully,  knowingly 
and  designedly,  fraudulently  obtain  of  and  from  the 
said  William  Walker  eight  pieces  of  the  current  gold 


ported  to  be 
drawn,  nor 
otherwise  de- 
scribing it),  was 
a  good  and 
valuable  secu- 
rity for  21/. : 
by  which  faUe 
pretences  he 
obtained  &c. 
Whereas  de- 


fendant was  not  coin   of  this   realm    called   sovereigns"  &c.  "of  the 

a  captain  m  the  ° 

Company's  ser-  monies  of  the  Said  William  Walker,  with  intent  to  cheat 

▼ice,  and 

whereas  the       and  defraud  him  thereof:  whereas  the  said  E.  W.  was 

said  promissory  ...  .  /.   ,       -n         »    ,.     ^ 

note  which  be     not  a  Captain  m  the  service  ot  the  East  India  Company, 

then  and  there 

produced  and  delivered  to  W,  «  was  not  a  good  and  valuable  security  for  the  sum  of  3R, 

or  for  any  other  sum."     Verdict,  Guilty. 

Held,  on  writ  of  error,  that  the  indictment  did  not  sufficienUy  describe  the  note,  or  shew 
how  it  was  wanting  in  value ;  and  that  a  conviction  could  not  be  supported  on  the  repre- 
sentation as  to  the  defendant's  character,  because  the  false  pretences  were  so  connected  on 
the  record,  that  one  could  not  be  separated  from  the  other. 

Judgment  for  the  crown  revjersed. 

and 
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and  whereas  the  said  promissory  note  which  he  the  said        18S9. 
E.  W.  then  and  there  produced  and  delivered  to  the 

The  Quuv 

said  William  Walter  was  not  a  good  and  valuable  secu-        againai 
rity  for  the  sum  of  2lLf  or  for  any  other  sum  of  money 
whatsoever,  against  the  form  of  the  statute"  &c.,  ^*  and 
against  the  peace  *'  &c. 

The  errors  specially  assigned  were,  that,  in  the  in- 
dictment, the  alleged  misdemeanors  are  uncertainly  and 
too  generally  alleged:  that  no  false  token  is  specified: 
that  the  defendant  is  not  alleged  to  have  known  that 
the  promissory  note  was  not  a  valuable  security  for 
21/.  or  any  other  sum ;  that  the  indictment  charges  as 
misdemeanors  acts  and  statements  not  in  themselves 
misdemeanors  or  indictable  offences ;  and  that  the  judg- 
ment is  contrary  to  law,  and  not  to  be  pronounced  or 
set  for  or  upon  such  matters  as  in  the  indictment  are 
supposed. 

Price  for  the  defendant.  The  indictment  is  bad,  be- 
cause the  alleged  means  of  deception  consist  in  the 
defendant's  bare  assertion.  It  is  not  shewn  that  he 
supported  that  assertion  by  reference  to  any  token,  or  to 
any  other  extrinsic  source  of  credit.  The  late  act,  7  & 
8  G.  4.  c.  27«9  has  repealed  stat  SS  H.  8.  c,  I.,  which  pu- 
nished the  obtaining  of  money  or  goods  by  false  tokens 
or  letters ;  but  in  construing  the  act  now  in  force,  stat. 
7  8c  8  G.  4.  c.  29.  s.  58.,  the  statute  in  pai;i  materia  of 
33  H.  8.  may  reasonably  be  looked  to,  as  it  was  in  cases 
under  stat.  SO  G.  2.  c.  24.  5.1.:  Rex  v.  Mason  (a).  Young 
V.  Tie  King  (ft).  The  object  of  the  present  act,  though 
its  words  are  large  (*^any  false  pretence")  was  not  to 

(a)  2T.  R.  581.  (6)  3  T.  B,  98. 

D  2  introduce. 
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J  839.        introduce  a  new  law  as  to  the  nature  of  the  offence,  but 
""T^  to  obviate  difficulties  arising  in  practice  from  the  subtle 

againsi        distinction  between  larceny  and  fraud*     Now  the  statute 

WlCKBAK. 

of  H.S.  specifies,  as  the  means  of  deception,  "privy 
tokens,  and  counterfeit  letters  in  other  inen's  names." 
In  both  those  instances  something  more  than  the  credit 
of  the  defendant  himself  was  held  out;  the  name  or 
sanction  of  a  third  person  was  introduced.  At  common 
law,  the  understanding  as  to  this  offence  was  similar. 
The  Latin  word  ^*  prsetensum"  shews  that  the  party  de- 
ceiving was  supposed  to  use  some  thing  or  person  as  the 
medium  of  deception.  And  this  agrees  with  the  opinion 
which  has  always  prevailed,  that  the  fraud,  to  constitute 
an  indictable  offence,  must  be  such  an  artful  device  as 
will  impose  upon  a  man  of  ordinary  caution.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  I  never  could  see  why  that  sho,uld  be. 
Suppose  a  man  has  just  art  enough  to  impose  upon  a 
very  simple  person^  and  defraud  him,  how  is  it  to  be 
determined  whether  the  degree  of  fraud  is  such  as  shall 
amount  to  a  misdemeanor  ?  Who  is  to  give  the  mea- 
sure ?]  The  law  prescribes  it.  Lord  Keni/on^  in  Ybwng 
V.  JTie  King  (a)  admits  that  such  a  question  may  arise, 
observing,  "  It  seems  difficult  to  draw  the  line,  and  to 
say  to  what  cases  this  statute  shall  extend ;  and  there- 
fore we  must  see  whether  each  particular  case,  as  it 
arises,  comes  within  it."  Passing  what  is  termed  a 
"  flash  note,"  would  not  be  a  false  pretence.  In  Regina 
V.  Jones  (ft),  where  the  defendant  was  indicted  for  having 
obtained  money  by  pretending  to  be  sent  for  20Z.  for 
the  use  of  J.  &,  Holt  C.  J.  said,  "  It  is  no  crime  unless 
he  came  with  false  tokens.     Shall  we  indict  a  man  for 

(a)  S  r.  R.    98.  (6)  9  LdU  Ray,  1Q13. 

making 
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making  a  fool  of  another?     Let  him  bring  his  action.''        1839. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.     Why  is  it  the  prosecutor's  folly     ,^|JT 
more  than  the  defendant's  fraud  ?    This  point  is  some-        againsi 
times  put  as  if  a  lie  were  something  laudable.    There 
are  indeed  cases  where  the  pretence  is  so  very  foolish 
that   it   is  difficult  to  say  that  an  imposition  is  prac- 
tised ;  but  still,  who  is  to  give  the  measure  ?]     In  Bex 
V.  I^ara  (a),  the  defendant  was  indicted  for  obtaining 
lottery  tickets  by  falsely  pretending  that  he  wished  to 
purchase   and    was   ready   to   pay    for    them,    that  ft 
check  which  he  produced,  signed  with  his  name,  was  a 
good  check,  and  that  he  had  money  at  a  banker's  to 
pay  it.     Lord  Kenyan  said,  **  The  case  of  The  King  v. 
WheatUf  {b)  seems  to  have  clearly  established  the  true 
boundary  between  those  frauds  that  are,  and  those  that 
are  not  indictable  at  common  law.      Mr.  J.  Denison 
there  said  there  must  either  be  a  false  token  or  a  con- 
spiracy.    And  Mr.  J.  Wilmot  mentioned  a  case  where 
an  indictment  for  selling  a  sack  of  com  which  the  de- 
fendant falsely  affirmed  to  contain  a  Winchester  bushel 
was  quashed.  Now,  in  this  case  where  is  the  false  token, 
or  what  was  used  by  the  defendant  to  gain  credit  be- 
yond his  own  assertion  ?  He  sat  down  and  drew  a  check 
on  a  banker ;  but  it  would  be  ridiculous  to  call  that  a 
false  token ;  that  left  his  credit  just  where  it  was  before. 
What  the  defendant  did  was  immoral  and  highly  re- 
prehensible:  but  as   he  used   no   false  token  to  ac- 
complish his  deceit,  the  judgment  must  be  arrested." 
Grose  J.  said,  "  In  this  case,  in  order  to  make  it  some- 
thing more  than  a  bare  naked  Ire,  it  is  said  that  the 
defendant  used  a  false  token,  for  that  he  gave  a  cheque 

(«)  6  r.  U.  S6S,  (h)  S  Burt'  H«^' 
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1839.        on  his  banker:  but  that  was  only  adding  another  lie." 
'        [Lord  Detiman  C.  J,    How  many  lies  are  necessary  to 

The  QvxiK  . 

againtt  make  a  false  pretence  ?]  Something  ought  to  be  pro- 
duced to  second  the  false  representation ;  and  accord- 
ingly Lawrence  J.  says  in  Rex  v.  Lara  (a),  "  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  a  mere  false  assertion  unaccompanied  by  a 
recommendation  is  not  indictable,  and  I  think  there  is 
nothing  in  this  case  t)eyond  the  defendant's  own  false 
assertion."  There  must,  therefore,  to  support  such  an 
indictment,  be  either  a  conspiracy^  or  else  some  false 
token,  or  use  made  of  a  third  person's  credit,  to  second 
the  false  pretence.  And  Rex  v.  Wheatly{b)  shews 
that  this  is  the  law,  in  the  case  of  frauds  upon  in- 
dividuals. [Coleridge  J.  In  Rex  v.  Barnard  (c)  the 
defendant  was  indicted  for  obtaining  goods  by  pre- 
tending that  he  was  an  under-graduate  of  Oxford; 
evidence  was  given  that  he  went  to  the  prosecutor's 
shop  wearing  a  commoner's  cap  and  gown;  and  BoU 
land  B.  held  that  this  alone  would  have  been  proof  from 
which  a  jury  might  infer  the  pretending  to  be  a  mem- 
ber of  the  University ;  and  that  such  pretence  would 
satisfy  the  statute :  he  referred  also  to  cases  **  in 
which  offering  in  payment  the  notes  of  a  bank  which 
has*  failed,  knowing  them  to  be  so,  has  been  held  to 
be  a  false  pretence,  without  any  words  being  used." 
Suppose,  in  the  present  case,  the  defendant  had  not 
stated  that  he  was  an  o£5cer,  but  merely  appeared 
in  uniform.]  Perhaps  that  might  have  made  some 
difierence.  But  at  all  events,  if  persons  trust  to  a 
simple  assertion,  they  cannot  indict,  but  must  be  left 
to  a  civil  remedy.     As  to  a  check  or  note,,  in  giving 

(a)  6  T.  R.  S65.  (6)  2  Burr.  1125. 

(c)  JQir.t  P.  784. 
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those  a  third  person  is   brought  on  the  scene;   but        1839. 
where  a  promissory  note  is  given,  if  it  be  the  party's        "  • 

own,  be  adds  nothing  to  his  other  representations,  but  against 
his  own  undertaking  to  pay.  He  merely  obtains  a  loan. 
So  in  Sex  v*  Codrington  [a)  where  the  defendant  sold'  a 
reversionary  interest,  representing  that  he  was  entitled 
to  it,  and  executed  an  assignment  with  a  covenant  for 
title,  Uttledale  J.  held  that  no  indictment  for  false  pre- 
tences lay.  The  alleged  fraud  here  rests  in  mere  assertion. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Where  the  defendant  names  a 
third  person,  the  pretence  still  rests  only  in  his  asser- 
tion. Coleridge  J.  mentioned  Rex  v.  Airey  (i)].  That 
was  a  fraud  committed  by  a  common  carrier,  and  might 
turn  on  circumstances  peculiar  to  such  a  case.  Rex  v. 
Vitteneuve  (c),  which  is  cited  by  Btdler  J.  in  Young  v. 
T%e  King  {d)  (but  not  separately  reported),  may  be  re- 
lied upon  for  the  Crown;  but  there  a  third  person, 
known  by  name  to  the  prosecutor,  was  introduced;  and 
the  soundness  of  the  decision  may  be  doubted. 

But,  further,  the  allegations  respecting  the  note  are 
too  loose.  It  has  been  usual,  where  the  alleged  false 
pretence  has  consisted  in  delivering  a  note  which  proved 
useless,  to  state  the  purport  of  the  note,  and  then  to 
shew  by  evidence  that  a  note  of  that  purport  was  un- 
available; and  if  the  evidence  in  this  respect  has  fallen 
short,  the  indictment  has  failed ;  Rex  v.  Flint  {e\  Rex 
V.  Spencer  [g).  Here  no  description  of  the  note  is  given : 
die  record  does  not  shew  who  was  the  maker,  nor  when 
the  note  was  payable.  Something  should  have  been 
stated,  at  least  to  identify  it;  and  the  indictment  ought 

(a)    1  Car.  ^  P,  661.  (&)  2  East,  30. 

(c)  S  T.  R.  104,  (d)  3T.R.  98. 

(e)  Buss.  4-  Ry.  46a  C^)  3  Car.  if-  P.  42a 
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1839#  to  have  shewn  how  the  note  proved  not  to  be  a  valuable 
The  Q.vnM  security.  It  may  have  been  a  forgery,  or  invalid  for 
agahui  ^ant  of  a  Stamp.  And  the  record  ought  to  shew  that 
the  defendant  knew  the  instrument  to  be  worthless.  It 
may  have  been  a  note  drawn  by  himself,  and  then,  so 
far  as  it  was  a  token,  it  was  a  true  one.  At  any  rate 
the  false  token  or  pretence  must,  on  an  indictment,  be 
fully  stated,  and  specially  negatived ;  Rex  v.  Munoz  (a), 
Bex  V.  Perrott  {b) :  as  Bayley  J.  says  in  the  latter  case, 
^*  the  whole  assertion  which  induces  the  party  to  part 
with  his  money  must  be  stated/'  \The  Court  called 
upon  Sir  F.  Pollock^  for  the  Crown,  to  answer  these 
latter  objections.] 

Sir  F.PcUockn  contr^.  The  defendant's  knowledge 
is  certainly  not  alleged,  except  by  the  words  '*  falsely  *^ 
and  *^ fraudulently,"  which  are  not  sufficient:  and  the 
note  is  not  set  out  so  as  to  identify  it  But  the  false 
pretence  of  being  a  Captain  in  the  East  India  Com- 
pany's service  is  properly  stated  and  negatived,  and 
bears  out  the  conviction.  [Lord  Denman  C.J.  One 
pretence  might  have  been  unavailing  without  the  other.] 
The  words  of  the  indictment  are,  ^^  by  means  of  which 
said  false  pretences  the  said  Edward  Wickham  did  then 
and  there  unlawfully  "  &c.  "  obtain."  Now  the  crime, 
as  charged,  being  made  up  of  two  false  pretences,  it 
must  be  presumed  that  a  Judge  would  tell  the  jury  that 
one  of  them  was  so  laid  as  not  to  call  for  an  answer. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Can  we  presume  that  on  a  writ 
of  error  ?  On  a  special  verdict  it  might  have  been  stated 
that  the  jury  convicted  as  to  one  pretence,  but  nega- 

(a)  2  Siva.  1 127.  (6)  2  Af,  fr  S.  379. 
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tivcd  the  other].     In  Bex  v.  Siory  (a),  it  was  held  that        1889. 
an  indictment  for  false  pretences  lay  against  a  person  ^  ^^^ 

who  had  tendered  a  money  order,  and  by  his  conduct  agaifut 
represented  himself  to  be  the  person  appointed  in  it  to 
receive  the  money,  though  the  order  was  genuine,  and 
he  made  no  verbal  statement.  [^Coleridge  J.  There  the 
only  false  pretence  alleged  in  the  indictment  was  the 
assumption  of  the  character,  and  the  money  was  obtained 
by  that] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  indictment  here  omits  to 
say  in  what  respect  the  note  was  not  valuable.  It  may 
have  been  for  w^nt  of  a  stamp,  or  from  other  causes. 
We  do  not  mean  to  throw  any  doubt  on  the  late 
decisions,  and  there  is  much  of  the  argument  for  the 
defendant  below  in  which  we  do  not  concur.  But  the 
pretences  stated  on  this  indictment,  must  be  taken  to- 
gether, and  the  falsification,  as  to  that  part  which  relates 
to  the  note,  is  not  sufficient.  The  judgment  must 
therefore  be  reversed. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  concurrcd. 

Pattbson  J.  I  do  not  know  that  I  should  have 
gone  the  whole  length  of  reversing  this  judgment  if  the 
note  had  appeared  to  be  that  of  another  person ;  but^ 
consistently  with  this  indictment,  the  note  may  have 
been  the  defendant's  own,  and  then  the  pretences  are  so 
connected  together  that  we  cannot  separate  them. 

Coleridge  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(a)  liusuiRy.su 
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Friday, 
April  26th. 


Plaintifis  en- 
tered  into  an 
agreement  with 
C,  to  supply 
him  with  a  cer- 
tain quantity  of 
slate  immedi- 
ately ;  with  a 
certain  other 
quantity 
monthly,  at  a 
fixed  price;  and 
with  any  fur- 
ther quantity, 
monthly,  that 
C.  might  re- 
quire.    C  en- 
gaged to  re- 
ceive the  slate, 
not  exceeding 
200  tons  per 
month;  and 
the  agreement 
was  to  be  in 
force  till  1st 
January,  1838. 
Held,  that 
plaintiffs  might 
sue  the  admi- 
nistrator of  C. 
for  refusing  to 
receive  slate 
sent,  in  pur- 
suance of  tlie 
contract,  after 
C  's  death  and 
before  the  1st 
Jantuiry,  1838. 


Wentworth  and  Another  against  Cock,  Ad- 
ministrator of  S.  Cock. 

A  CTION  of  assumpsit  commenced  16th  June  I8S7. 
The  declaration  stated  an  agreement  in  October 
18S6  between  plaintiffs  and  intestate,  that  plaintiffs 
should  supply  to  intestate  a  certain  quantity  of  slate 
block  monthly,  to  be  delivered  in  London  at  a  specified 
price;  that  they  should  also  supply  to  him,  immediately, 
from  100  to  ISO  tons  of  blocks  at  the  same  price  but  of 
different  dimensions,  and  any  further  quantity,  monthly, 
that  the  intestate  might  require.  The  intestate  engaged 
to  receive  any  quantity  of  the  above-mentioned  blocks 
not  exceeding  200  tons  per  month.  The  plaintiffs, 
during  their  contract  with  the  intestate,  were  not  to 
supply  any  other  person  with  blocks  of  the  same  de« 
scription,  except  for  use  in  the  plaintiffs'  neighbours- 
hood  ;  and  the  contract  was  to  be  in  force  till  1st 
January  1838  unless  cancel!^  by  mutual  consent:  the 
terms  of  payment  to  be  by  bill  at  four  months,  and 
discount  for  ready  money.  The  declaration  averred 
mutual  promises,  and  the  readiness  of  plaintifis  to 
supply  the  intestate  during  bis  life,  and  the  defendant, 
administrator  as  aforesaid,  since  intestate  s  death,  with 
blocks  of  the  description  and  at  the  price  agreed 
upon;  and  that  plaintiffs,  after  the  decease  of  intes- 
tate, had  sent  to  London  divers  tons  of  such  blocks 
in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  and  were  ready  and 
offered  to  deliver  them  to  defendant  as  in  the  agree- 
ment mentioned,  and  were  ready  and  willing  to  pre- 
pare 
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pare  and  deliver  the  residue;  but  that  defendant  did        J1839. 
not  nor  would  accept  the  slate  blocks  so  sent  to  i(w-  ' 

don  and  offered  to  him,  or  any  part  thereof,  nor  pay  agmnsi 
to  plaintiffs  the  price  thereof,  though  often  requested ; 
whereby  plaintiff  lost  the  benefit  of  the  agreement. 
Plea,  that  after  making  th^  agreement  and  promise, 
and  before  any  breach  thereof,  by  the  intestate,  he  died. 
Verification. 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 

Warren,  for  the  plainti£&.  The  question  is,  whether 
this  is  a  personal  contract  which  expired  with  the  in- 
testate, or  one  which  is  obligatory  on  his  represent* 
atives.  There  is  a  distinction  in  this  respect  between 
acts  which  do,  and  acts  which  do  not,  require  the  per-* 
sonal  skill  of  the  party  in  order  to  execute  them.  It  is 
only  in  the  former  class  of  cases  that  the  contract  is 
held  to  be  extinguished  by  the  death  of  the  contract- 
ing party.  There  are  cases  in  which  contracts  even 
of  a  personal  nature  have  been  adjudged  to  be  obli- 
gatory on  the  executor.  Thus  an  action  lies  against 
an  executor  on  an  obligation  or  covenant  to  instruct 
an  apprentice  in  his  trade,  *'  though  it  sounds  as  a  per- 
sonal act;'^  Com.  Dig.,  Administration  (Bl4.),  referring 
to  Walker  v.  Htdl{a\  where  it  was  said  by  the  Court, 
on  a  motion  to  arrest  judgment,  that  the  master's  co- 
venant obliged  his  executors  also,  ^*  and  they  ought  to 
see  the  apprentice  taught  his  trade,  and  if  they  are 
not  of  the  «ame  trade,  they  ought  to  assign  him  to 
another  who  is  of  the  trade,  so  that  he  may  be  taught 
according  to   the  covenant."      This   is  a  far  stronger 

(a)  1  L€9.  177. 

case 
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1839.        case  than  the  present.     The  same  principle,  viz.,  that 
_  an  executor  is  liable  on  his  testator's  promise,  not  only 

WSMTWORTK  *^  " 

againMt  to  pay  a  debt  certain,  but  also  to  do  a  collateral  act 
which  is  uncertain,  and  rests  only  in  damages,  is  laid 
down  in  Com,  Dig.  (under  the  head  just  cited) ;  Sanders 
Y.  Esterby  (a),  Berisford  v.  Woodr^{b)j  and  in  Shep'^ 
pard^s  Touchstone^  482.  In  Hyde  v.  The  Dean  and 
Canons  of  IVindsor  {c)  it  is  said  '*  a  covenant  lies  against 
an  executor  in  every  case,  although  he  be  not  named  : 
unless  it  be  such  a  covenant  as  is  to  be  performed,  by 
the  person  of  the  testator,  which  they  cannot  perform." 
In  all  these  cases,  the  executor  is  liable  though  not 
named;  Hamhly  v.  Troit  {d)f  Hyde  v.  Skinner {e).^  A 
building  contract  survives  the  death  of  the  parties ;  per 
Coke  C.  J.  in  Quick  v.  Ludborrow  (g).  The  distinction 
between  the  contracts  of  the  testator  which  are  extin- 
guished by  his  death,  and  those  which  are  not,  is  well 
put  in  Pothier  on  Obligations  {h\  part  3.  ch.  7-  art,  3. 
"  II  y  a  aussi  quelques  dettes  qui  s'eteignent  par  la  mort 
du  debiteur.  Telles  sont  celles  qui  ont  pour  objet 
quelque  fait  personnel  au  debiteur.  .  .  .  Hors  le 
cas  des  faits  personnels,  celui  qui  a  promis  de  faire 
quelque  chose,  et  qui  est  mort  sans  Tavoir  fait,  quoiqu'il 
n'ait  pas  £t6  mis  en  demeure  de  le  faire,  transmet  son 
obligation  a  ses  h^ritiers,  qui  sont  obliges  de  faire  ce 
que  le  ddfunt  s'6toit  oblige  de  faire."  The  same  prin- 
ciple is  adopted  by  Cod.  Justinian,  Lib.  8.,  tit.  37.  De 
contrahendi  et  committenda  stipulatione ;  s.  15.     ^*  Si 

(a)  Cro.  JacAlT, 

(6)  'Cro,  Jac.  404.     S,  C,  as  Beretford  ▼.  Goodrotue,  1  Roll  Rep,  433. 
(more  fully). 

(c)  Cro.  Elix,  552.  (d)  Comp.  371. 

(e)  2  P.  WUL  197.  (5)  SBulstr.  30. 

(A)   Traiih,  j;c.  de  Droit  Civil,  torn.  i.  p.  343.  ed.  2.  4to. 

quis 
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quis  spoponderit,*'  &c.  The  general  rule  is  thus  laid  1839. 
down  in  S  Bac.  Ab.  53S.j  Executors  and  Administrators  (P)  " 
(7th  ed.) :  *'  It  is  clearly  agreed^  that  executors  and  againit 
administrators,  standing  in  the  place  of  those  whom 
tbey  represent,  shall  be  answerable  for  all  their  debts, 
covenants,  &c.  as  far  as  they  have  assets,  and  that  the 
testator's  covenants  shall  extend  to  them,  though  not 
expressly  mentioned.'*  In  Siboni  v.  Kirkman  (a)  Parke 
B.  says,  ^*  Executors  are  responsible  on  all  the  con- 
tracts of  the  testator  broken  in  his  lifetime,  and  there 
is  only  one  exception  with  regard  to  their  liability  for 
contracts  broken  after  his  death ;  that  is  this,  that  they 
are  not  liable  in  those  cases  where  personal  skill  or 
taste  is  required."  The  principles  now  relied  upon  are 
recognised  in  Marshall  v.  Broadhtirst  {b)  and  Comer  V. 
Skew{c).     ' 

Godson^  contra.  This  is  a  personal  contract  The 
intestate  was  required  not  merely  to  pay  money,  but  to 
exercise  a  discretion  as  to  the  quantity  required.  The 
decision  in  Marshall  v.  Broadhtirst  (b)  shews  that  execu- 
tors may  enforce  a  building  contract ;  but  it  does  not 
follow  that  they  are  liable  upon  one.  Comer  v.  Shew  (c) 
proves  that  such  a  contract  does  not  devolve  on  the 
executor.  Mobson  v.  Drummond  (d)  shews  that  even  a 
contract  to  job  a  carriage  is  a  personal  one,  and  is 
confined  to  the  original  parties  to  it.  [Patteson  J.  Jn 
that  case  there  was  an  attempt  to  assign  a  contract, 
and  to  enforce  it  in  the  name  of  the  assignee.  There 
was,  indeed,  a  case  at  Liverpool  where  a  contract  to 

(«)  \U.^W,  419.  (6)  \  C^J.  403.     S.  C.  1  Tyr-  348. 

(e)  S  if.  f  IT.  SSa  (d)  ^B.^  Ad,  303. 

build 
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build  a  lighthoose  was  held  to  be  personal;  but  that 
was  OD  the  ground  of  its  being  a  matter  of  personal  skill 
and  science.] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  is  nothing  in  the  de- 
fence. The  contract  leaves  no  option  to  the  intestate 
of  refusing  to  take  the  slate  delivered  monthly  in  certain 
quantities  and  at  fixed  prices,  or  the  quantity  to  be  de- 
livered immediately.  As  to  the  further  quantity  to  be 
delivered  if  required,  the  defendant  will  probably  not 
now  require  it  This  is  the  only  part  of  the  con- 
tract on  which  the  intestate  could  have  exercised  any 
choice.  It  is  like  any  ordinary  case  of  goods  ordered 
by  a  testator,  which  the  executor  must  receive  and  pay 
for. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  No  doubt  the  personal  representa- 
tives are  bound,  although  not  named;  and  they  are 
bound  to  pay  damages  out  of  the  assets,  if  they  do  not 
take  the  contract  upon  themselves. 

Patteson  J.  concurred. 

CoLERiDOE  J.  If  the  contract  had  been  merely  to 
supply  what  the  intestate  might  require,  a  different 
question  would  have  arisen. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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Turner  against  Rookes.  jwdoy, 

JpHl  S6tb. 

A  SSUMPSIT  for  work  and  labour  &c«  as  a  solicitor ;  if  a  husband, 

-^    r  'ft  •»       -Tfci  living  separate 

for  money  paid ;  and  on  an  account  stated.     Flea,  from  his  wife, 

oon  assumpsiL      On  the  trial  before  Mauk  B.,  at  the  ^t^m^Z^ 

last  Spring  assizes  at  Taunton^  the  facts  appeared  to  be  ^ch^vioience 

as  follows:  — The  defendant  and  his  wife  had  been  towards  her 

that  she  is 

separated  for  seven  years,  she  living  upon  a  maintenance  obliged  to  ez- 

"^  ^       /  ^     ^  hibit  articles  of 

of  112/.  per  annum,  which  the  defendant  had  secured  to  the  peace 
ber  by  deed.    The  cause  of  separation  did  not  appear,  tife  may  em- 
At  the  Bati  quarter  sessions,  Jpril,  1838,  she  exhibited  neytw^' 
articles  of  the  peace  against  the  defendant,  charging  htm  j^j^^^j^,*' ''" 
with  havinir  used  threats  and  personal  violence  towards      Andifsoch 

^  *^  attorney  sues 

her,  of  which  evidence  was  given  at  the  present  trial,  the  husband  for 

"  his  costs,  the 

The  defendant  was  bound  in  recognizances  to  keep  the  Court  will  not 

t'l         1   '     -m      t      y     3  1-       t      '  1      enquire  whether 

peace ;  and  the  plaintiff,  who  had  acted  m  the  proceed-  or  not  the  wife 
ing  as  Mrs.  Booteses  attorney,  brought  this  action  for  the  p^id  them  out 
amount  of  his  bill  of  costs.     The  defendant's  counsel  tenalu:"  w?th- 
objected  that,  on  this  case,  it  did  not  appear  that  the  ^^  jh^^j^bfnd. 
wife  had  any  implied  authority  from  the  husband  to 
contract  the  debt ;  and  he  contended  that  the  plaintiff 
should  be  nonsuited.     The  learned  Judge  refused  to 
nonsuit,  and  stated  his  opinion  to  be,  that  if  the  wife  had 
such  reason  to  apprehend  violence  as  made  it  necessary 
for  her  to  exhibit  articles  of  the  peace,  she  was  au- 
thorised to  employ  an  attorney  for  that  purpose :  and 
in  summing  up  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  consider,  first, 
whether  Mrs.  Bookes  had  reasonable  ground  for  seeking 
protection   by  articles  of  the  peace;    and,   secondly, 
whether  she  had  sufficient  pecuniary  means  of  obtaining 

such 
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1839.        such  protection  without  resorting  to  her  hiisbaAd.     The 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


TuRNxa 
against 

ROOKXS. 


Cramdery  on  a  former  day  of  the  term  (a),  moved  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  Assuming 
that  articles  of  the  peace  were  necessary  for  the  wife's 
protection,  it  ought  to  have  been  shewn  that  the  separ- 
ation between  these  parties  had  resulted  from  the 
husband's  misconduct,  or  had  taken  place  under  such 
other  circumstances  as  would  legally  authorise  her  to 
contract  debts  with  which  he  should  be  chargeable. 
Mainwaring  v.  Le^ie  {b)  and  Hindley  v.  The  Marquis  of 
Westmeath  (c)  shew  the  rule  on  this  subject  where  the 
wife  has  become  indebted  for  goods,  and  this  case  falls 
within  the  same  principle.  The  jury's  attention  was  not 
called  to  the  necessity  of  proof  respectuig  the  circum- 
stances of  the  separation.  And  the  learned  Judge  left 
a  question  of  law  to  them,  in  asking  them  whether  the 
wife  had  reasonable  ground  for  exhibiting  articles  of  the 
peace.  And  further,  in  putting  the  question,  whether 
she  had  means  of  obtaining  protection  without  resorting 
to  her  husband,  he  should  have  pointed  out  to  the  jury 
that  she  had  a  maintenance  allowed,  and  should  at  least 
have  given  them  some  rule  by  which  to  decide  whether 
it  was  or  was  not  sufficient  for  such  a  purpose  as  this. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  do  not  see  that  the  separate 
maintenance  has  any  thing  to  do  with  the  question. 
She  has  that  for  other  purposes :  this  cannot  have  been 
contemplated  in  making  the  allowance.     The  defendant 

(a)  Jpril  19th.     Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LiiUedale,  Paiteson,  and 
Coleridge  Js. 

(6)  M.  i  M.  18.  (c)  SB.iC.  200. 


was 
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was  bound  to  protect  her,  I  should  think,  though  they        ]8S9« 
were  living  apart    Littledale  J.  I  think  so  too.] 


TTie  Court  took  time  to  confer  with  Matde  B. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.  On  referring  to  the  notes  of  the  evidence, 
there  appears  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  wife  was  in 
personal  danger  which  warranted  her  exhibiting  articles 
of  the  peace.  Then  the  question  is,  whether  the  de- 
fendant was  liable  for  the  costs,  it  appearing  that  he 
allowed  his  wife  a  separate  maintenance.  There  was 
some  discussion  as  to  the  suflSciency  of  the  allowance, 
but  we  need  not  go  into  that.  The  defendant  was 
proved  to  have  himself  committed  violence  against  his 
wife,  and  he  cannot  avail  himself  of  the  maintenance  to 
exempt  him  from  the  charges  incurred  by  his  own 
violent  conduct.    There  will  therefore  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused  {a), 

(a)  See  GrindeU  t.  Godmond,  5  A,  i  E,  755. 


ageUrut 

ROOKXS. 


Vot.  X.  E 
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JFVu2ay, 
JprU  86th. 


By  articles 
under  seal,  A, 
mgreed  to  sell 
and  B,  to  pur- 
chase certain 
premises.     B. 
therein  cove- 
nanted to  pay, 
on  or  before  a 
fixed  day,  as  the 
consideration 
ofsuch  Sale  and 
purchase,  a 
certain  sum, 
with  interest  to 
the  time  of  the 
completion  of 
the  purchase, 
J,  allowing 
thereout  the 
same  rate  of 
interest  for  so 
much  of  the 
money  as  might 
be  paid  in  the 
meanwhile ; 
and  B.  agreed 
to  pay  for  the 
conveyance  and 
the  sump.- 

Held,  that 
the  conveyance 
was  not  a  con- 
dition prece- 
dent to,  or 
concurrent 
with,  the  pay- 
ment, and  that 
A.  might  there- 
fore sue  for  the 
purchase- 
money  and  in- 
terest, without 
previously 
tendering  a 
conveyance. 


Mattock,   Executor   of  Southwood,  against 

KiNGLAKE. 

T|EBT  by  the  plaintiff  as  executor  of  one  Soutkwood. 
The  declaration  stated  that  defendant  was  seised 
in  fee  of  certain  premises  by  virtue  of  a  bargain  and  sale 
enrolled^  dated  19th  Febmary  1822,  by  which  the 
Bishop  of  Winckester  had  bargained  and  sold  the  same 
to  Soutkwood  in  fee  to  such  uses  as  he  {Soidknooi)  by 
deed  or  instrument  in  writing,  with  or  withoat  power 
of  revocation  and  new  appointment,  sealed  and  de- 
livered by  him  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  one 
or  more  credible  witness,  should  from  time  to  time,  or 
at  any  time,  appoint  of  and  concerning  the  same ;  and 
in  de&ult  of  such  appointment  to  the  use  of  defendant 
in  fee,  in  trust  for  Soutkwood^  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever.  That,  defendant  being  so  seised,  it  was  afterwards 
agreed  by  and  between  Soutkwood  and  defendant,  at 
defendant's  request,  that  Soutknood  should  convey  to 
defendant  all  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  premises ; 
that  thereupon  by  articles  of  agreement,  sealed  and  de- 
livered by  Soutkaoood  in  the  presence  of  a  credible 
witness,  and  made  between  Soulkaoood  and  defendant, 
Soutkwood  agreed  to  sell  and  defendant  to  purchase  the 
said  premises  for  the  sum  thereinafter  mentioned;  and  de- 
fendant thereby,  for  himself  and  his  heirs,  covenanted  with 
Souihwood,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  pay  to  him  or  them, 
on  or  before  19th  February  1825,  as  the  consideration 
for  such  sale  and  purchase,  the  sum  of  1 1,206/.,  with 
interest  at  5  per  cent.,  payable  half  yearly,  to  the  time  of 
the  completion  of  the  purchase jSouthwood  allowing  thereout 

th0 
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the  same  rate  of  interest  for  so  much  of  the  purchase*        1839. 
money  as  had  been,  or  might  be,  paid  to  him  in  the       

Mattock 

meanwhile;  and  defendant  thereby  also  agreed  to  pay  agcdnti 
for  die  conveyance  and  stamp  duty.  Averment^  that 
SotMwoodf  in  his  lifetime,  was  always  ready  and  willing 
to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement,  and  did  in  fiict 
offer  to  execute  a  conveyance  to  defendant  of  all  his 
estate  and  interest  in  die  premises,  whereof  defendant 
had  notice ;  and  that  defendant  had  been  ever  since  the 
agreement  in  possession  of  all  the  premises,  and  in  re- 
ceipt of  the  profits  to  his  own  use;  yet  defendant  did 
not,  nor  would,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  Soutkvoood^  in 
his  lifetime,  the  said  sum  and  interest  for  the  same  on 
or  before  the  said  19th  Rbruary  1825,  although  the  pur« 
chase,  by  and  through  the  default  of  defendant,  had  not 
been  completed  before  that  day ;  and  although  Satdh* 
wood  was  living  on  and  after  that  day ;  nor  had  defend- 
ant, since  the  death  of  Scudhwood,  paid  the  same  to 
plaintiff,  executor  as  aforesaid;  but  on  the  contrary,  a 
large  sum,  to  wit  &c.  for  principal  and  interest,  parcel 
of  the  above  sum,  was  still  due  and  unpaid,  the  rest 
httvii^  been  satisfied ;  whereby  an  action  accrued,  8cc 

Flea :  that  Soutkvoood  did  not  at  any  time  tender  to 
defendant  any  conveyance  of  the  premises  so  agreed  to 
be  sold  by  him  to  defendant,  or  of  any  part  thereof. 
Verification.    General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

Bere^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  There  is  no  ob* 
ligation  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  to  tender  a  convey- 
ance, where  the  expence  of  it  and  the  stamp  duty  are  to 
be  paid  by  the  purchaser.  It  is  the  purchaser's  duty  to 
preparf  and  tender  it,  even  where  the  contract  of  sale  is 

£  2  silent 
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1839.       silent  as  to  the  expence;    1  Sugd.  Vendors  iic.  eh.  4* 
sec  4.  (a),   where  the  authorities  are  collected.     In 

Matvock 
agaimt        Price  v.   WiUiams  {b)j  a.  lessee,  suing  the  par^  who 

had  joontracted  to  let,  and  who  was  to  pay  for  the 

lease,  was  held  not  bound  to  aver  a  tender.    Indeed,  it 

is  not  dear  that  the  vendor  can  recover  the  costs  of  the 

conveyance,  if  he  incurs  them  without  the  direction  of 

the  vendee.  At  all  events,  the  tender  of  a  conveyance  is 

not  a  condition  precedent,  where  a  time  is  fixed  for  pay-> 

ment  of  the  purchase-money,  and  none  for  making  the 

conveyance.     Pardage  v.  Cde{c)  is  direcdy  in  pointt 

and  is  not  distinguishable  from  the  present  case.    The 

rules  for  ascertaining  the  dependence  or  independence 

of  covenants  in  a  contract  are  all  to  be  found  in  the 

note  (4.)  (d)  of  Mr.  Seijt.  Williams  on  that  case.    The 

fact,  that,  the  defendant  is  admitted  on  the  record  to  be 

already  seised  in  fee  of  the  legal  estate,  is  alone  enough  to 

obviate  the  necessity  of  a  tender,  or,  indeed,  of  any  con* 

veyance  at  all.  The  articles  of  agreement,  executed  in  the 

manner  set  forth,  operated  as  an  execution  of  the  power 

reserved  to  Soutkwood;  so  that  the  whole  estate  and  in-* 

tere^t,  legal  and  equitable,  was  already  in  the  defendants 

.  Mannings  contri.  Although  it  is  alleged  in  the  de« 
claration  that  the  defendant  was  seised  in  fee  in  trust 
for  SouthwQodf  yet  the  declaration  also  sets  out  the  con- 
veyance under  which  the  defendant  is  supposed  to  have 
become  seised,  and  that  conveyance  is  an  indenture  of 
bargain  ahd  sale,  by  which  the  premises  were  conveyed 
to  Soutkaoood  and  his  heirs,  to  uses  to  be  thereafter 


(a)  §  SS^  et  aeq.  P.  374  &c,  lOth  ed.       (6)  IM.^W.S. 

(c)  1  Sound.  319.  ^  {d)  1  Wms.  Smmd.  320. 

appointed. 
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appointed.     A  bargain  and  sale  would  at  common  law        1 889; 
pass  no  estate  to  the  bargainee,  but  in  respect  of  the      _^ 
consideration  they  would  create  a  tuej  and,  from  the        agamsi 
moment  of  the  execution  of  the  mdenture  of  bargam 
and  sale,  the  bargainor  would  stand  seised  to  the.  use  of 
the  bargainee.    That  use  is  now  executed  in  the  bar^ 
gainee  by  the  Statute  of  Uses ;  but  after  the  statute  has 
once  operated  to  transfer  the  seisin,  it  can  go  no  further^ 
and  all  subsequent  uses  are  void  at  law,  and  are  merely 
cognizable  as  trusts.*    Here,  therefore,  the  use  appointed 
to  the  defendant  by  Saidhtoood^  by  the  articles  of  agree*    . 
ment,  took,  effect  only  as  a  trust,  not  executed  by  the 
Scatate  of  Uses. 

Bat  supposing  the  legal  estate  to  have  been  vested  in 
the  defendant,  there  was  an  equitable  interest  in  Souih-- 
woodf  which  was  the  proper  subject  of  a  conveyance.  It 
is  true  that  for  some  purposes  a  bare  contract  is  said 
to  be  an  equitable  conveyance ;  but  it  cannot  be  con^ 
tended  that  a  simple  contract  between  a  cestui  que 
trust  and  his  trustee,  accompanied  with  merely  such 
formalities  as  will  satbfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  will 
enure  as  a  perfect  conveyance.  It  was  never  supposed 
that  a  mere  contract  of  sale  between  trustee  and  cestui 
que  trust  required  the  ad  valorem  duty  of  a  convey-^ 
ance;  yet,  according  to  the  doctrine  contended  for  on 
the  other  side,  the  contract,  followed  by  the  fact  of  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase-money  on  the  appointed  day, 
would  complete  the  defendant's  legal  and  equitable  title. 
Jt  was  never  in  contemplation  that  the  defendant  should 
rest  satisfied  with  such  an  inferentiar  conveyance ;  this 
is  evident  from  the  stipulation  respecting  the  costs  of  the 
conveyance  and  the  stamp  duty ;  which  stipulation  would 
of  itself  be  sufficient  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  call  for  a 
conveyance,  even  if  the  contract  itself  had  conferred  an 

£  3  unex- 
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18S9.  unexceptionable  title.  As  to  the  argument  drawn  from 
the  fixed  day  of  payment,  it  is  not  denied  that  parties 
may  contract  for  a  conveyance  to  be  executed  on  one 
day^  and  the  purchase-money  paid  on  a  precedent  day ; 
but  the  courts  will  not  put  such  an  interpretation  upon 
a  contract,  unless  the  intention  is  plain.  In  Pordage  ▼• 
Cole  (a),  the  words  **  the  money  to  be  paid  before  Mid* 
summer^  1668,"  stand  unconnected  with  any  mention  of 
conveyance  or  consideration.  Here  several  expressions 
indicate  an  intention  to  make  the  conveyance  and  the 
payment  concurrent  and  mutually  dependent  acts.  The 
11,206/.,  or  the  balance,  is  to  be  paid  on  the  19th 
February  1825,  ''as  the  consideration  of  such  sale.** 
Now,  though  the  words  **  shall  pve  "  **  775/.  Jbr  all 
his  lands  ^  occur  in  Pordage  v.  Cole{a\  yet  the  words 
relied  upon  in  that  case  (viz.  **  the  money  to  be  paid 
before  Midmrnmer^  1688"),  as  making  the  engagement 
to  pay  unconditional,  occur  in  a  difierent  part  of  the 
deed.  Again,  interest  is  to  be  paid  with  the  principal 
<'  to  the  time  of  the  completion  of  the  purchase.''  Now 
the  purchase  (which  means  the  acquisition  of  the  land 
by  the  vendee),  cannot  be  said  to  be  complete  until 
the  land  is  conveyed.  Unless,  therefore,  the  two  aets 
were  intended  to  be  concurrent,  the  purchase-money 
might  be  paid  in  February  1823;  and  if,  by  death  or 
incapacity  of  parties,  the  conveyance  was  delayed  till 
1833,  the  defendant  might  be  called  upon  for  ten  years' 
interest  on  money  which  he  had  paid,  and  of  which 
Southwood  was,  in  respect  of  the  same  period,  receiving 
interest  from  other  sources*  The  circumstance  of  the 
provision  for  payment  of  the  expenses  of  conveyance 
being  coupled  with  stipulation  for  paying  the  money  and 

(b)  1  Sauni,  S19. 

completing 
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tompleting  the  parchasei  is  a  further  proof  that  the       1SS9. 

ooDTeyance  and  payment  of  the  purchase*money  were 

to  be  contemporary.    A  bill  in  equity  for  a  specific  per-        agmrut 

fixfmance  lies  as  well  for  vendor  as  vendee;  Gibson 

V.  Patterson  (a),  Baxter  v.  Lewis  {b) ;  yet  such  a  bill 

woold  be  absurd  if  the  vendor  might,  at  law,  recover 

the  amoant  of  the  purchase^money,  although  he  had 

not  oonvey^9  for  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  proceeds  on 

the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  adequate  remedy 

at  law.     If  a  vendee  fail  to  pay  the  purchase-money 

on  the  stipulated  day,  the  vendor  may  file  a  bill  for  a 

specific  performance,  or  he  may  sue  at  law  for  the 

damage  which  he  has  sustained  by  reason  of  the  breach 

of  covenant,  or  of  promise,  on  the  part  of  the  vendee ; 

bat  if  he  choose  to  sue  at  law  in  a  form  of  action  in 

which  he  seeks  to  recover  the  price  of  the  property 

uMf  he  must  actually  execute  a  conveyance,  and  tender 

it  to  the  vendee;  Standley  v.  Hemmingion  (c),  Heard  v. 

Wadham  (if),  Goodisson  v.  Nunn  {e)j  Glazebrookv.  Wood" 

ram  (g),  Pincte  v.  Curteis  {h). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  None  of  the  circumstances 
TeUed  upon  by  Mr.  Manning  are  sufficient  to  shew  that 
the  acts  of  payment  and  conveyance  here  were  to  be 
ocHicurrent,  or  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Pordage  v. 
Cok  (i)  and  the  authorities  cited  in  the  note  to  it.  Ify 
as  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  legal 
and  equitable  estates  are  now  united  in  the  defendant, 
he  requires  no  remedy  against  the  plaintiff  which  he 
has  not  already  in  hb  own  hands.    If  not,  we  cannot 

(a)  r  Mk.  12.  (6)  Forreti,  61. 

(c)  6  Taunt.  561.  (d)  1  East,  619. 

(tf)  4  r.  Jt  761.  (g)  S  7.  R.  S66. 

(A)  4Bro.  C.  C3S3.  (i)  1  SauwL  319. 

£  4  help 


56  CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 

1839.        help  him  to  a  remedy  which  he  has  not  secured  for 
himself  by  his  contract. 


Hattock 
agqintt 

KlNOLAKB. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  A  time  being  fixed  for  payment,  and 
none  for  doing  that  which  was  the  consideration  for  the 
payment,  an  action  lies  for  the  purchase-money  without 
averring  performance  of  the  consideration.  An  action 
for  not  executing  a  conveyance  of  the  premises  might 
have  been  maintained  by  the  defendant  before  the  day 
of  payment ;  and  in'  such  action  no  allegation  of  pay- 
ment would  have  been  necessary.  The  covenants  are 
independent,  and  each  party  has  relied  upon  his  remedy 
by  action  against  the  other.  The  case,  therefore,  differs 
from  Callonel  v.  Briggs  (a),  and  fh)m  Goodissan  v.. 
Nunn  {b)f  Glazebrpok  v.  Woodraw  (c),  and  other  cases 
cited,  where  both  acts  were  to  be  done  at  the  same 
time,  or  on  the  same  day. 

Patteson  J.  Pordage  v.  Cole  {d)  is  direcUy  in  point. 
We  must  over-rule  it  if  we  decide  in  favour  of  the  de- 
fendant. There  is  no  express  provision  that  the  con- 
veyance shall  be  executed  before  payment,  nor  any 
reasonable  intendment  that  it  was  to  be  necessarily  pre- 
cedent to,  or  concurrent  with,  it.  The  words  *^  comple- 
tion of  the  purchase,"  which  furnish  the  only  plausible 
argument  in  the  defendant's  favour,  only  mean  pay- 
ment of  the  rest  of  the  purchase^money.  On  the  day 
specified,  the  defendant  was  to  pay  all  the  principal  sum 
that  remained  due  with  interest  up  to  that  time;  but 
he  might  have  prevented  the  further  running  of  interest 
by  payment  at  any  time  before  that  day^  if  he  pleased. 

(a)  1  SaJik.  112.  (6)  4  T.  Jt,  761. 

(c)  8  7.  R.  366.  (d)  1  Saund.  319. 

Coleridge 
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Coleridge  J.  We  must  collect  the  intention  of  the 
parties  from  the  whole  instrument.  It  fixes  with  pre- 
cision the  time  of  payment,  which  is  expressed  to  be 
the  consideration  of  the  sale  and  purchase,  and  con- 
templates the  possible  payment  before  that  time.  It  is 
possible  that  *'  the  completion  of  the  purchase "  may 
hare  the  meaning  attributed  to  it  by  Mr.  Manning  ;  but 
I  see  DO  good  ground  for  this  construction.  The  de- 
fendant might  have  paid  all  the  money,  ^nd  called  for  a 
conveyance  immediately.  The  acts  are  clearly  inde- 
pendent, within  the  rule  correctly  laid  down  by  Mr. 
Serjeant  Williams  in  the  note  to  Pordage  v.  Cale  (a). 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  ]  ITfM.  Saund.  32a  note  (4). 
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Stead  against  Dawber  and  Stephenson. 

ASSUMPSIT.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  plain-  Declantion,  in 

tiff  heretofore,   to   wit  10th  Mat/f   1886,  at  the  SatSuuit 
special  instance  &c.,  bargained  for  and  agreed  to  buy  of  fo^uyfaiS^ 
the  defendants,  and  defendants  then  bargained  for  and  ^«;^«"**""'  *® 

'  ^  aell»  a  cargo  to 

agreed  to  sell  to  plaintiff,  a  sloop-load  of  about  400  J|®  deW^ered 
quarters  of  ground  bones,  of  good  merchantable  quality,  totbe22din. 

stanti'*  to  be 
paid  for  by 
aeccptanoe  three  montbi  from  deUvery ;  and  that  afterwards,  before  the  22d,  plaintiff,  at 
request  of  defendant,  gaye  time  for  the  delivery  to  tlie  S4th;  breach,  that  defendant, 
though  requested  (to  wit,  on  84th)  to  deliver,  had  not,  on  84th  or  any  other  time,  de- 
liTcred ;  spedal  damage  by  rise  of  price  between  the  agreement  and  breach.  Plea,  that 
the  giving  of  time  was  part  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  at  the  price  of  above  10/. ; 
and  that  there  was  no  part  acceptance,  or  earnest,  or  note  or  memorandum  in  writing. 
BrpHcmtion,  that  the  giving  of  time  was  not  part  of  the  contract  Ac. 

It  appeared  that  there  was  a  written  contract,  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  for  the  de- 
livery •<on  the  20th  to  the  22d  ;!*  but,  the  22d  falling  on  Sunday,  plaintiff,  at  defendant's 
request,  vcriially  agroed  to  enlarge  the  time  to  the  2Sd  or  24th.  The  price  fluctuated 
between  the  time  of  the  agreement  an^  the  24th,  being  higher  on  the  last  day.  It  was 
undentood  that  the  enlargement  of  time  would  postpone  the  delivery  of  the  three  months' 
acceptance. 

Held,  that  on  these  facts  defendant,  under  stat.  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  s.  17.,  was  entitled  to 
the  verdict,  the  enlargement  of  time  having  materially  varied  the  contract,  substituting  for 
it  a  new  contract  on  a  stmiiar  consideration,  and  not  being  merely  a  dispensation  from 
performance  on  a  particular  day. 

at 
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at  165.  ^d.  a  quarter,  free  on  board,  to  be  delivered  on 
the  20th  to  the  22d  then  instant ;  payment  by  accept^ 
ance  three  months  from  delivery ;  that  afterwards,  and 
before  the  said  22d  day  of  May^  to  wit  17th  Meq^f 
plaintiff,  at  the  special  instance  &c.,  gave  time  to  de- 
fendants for  the  delivery  of  the  said  sloop-load  of 
ground  bones  until  the  24th  day  of  the  said  month  of 
Mc^;  and,  although  plaintiff  hath  always,  from  the  time 
of  the  making  the  said  contract  hitherto,  been  ready  and 
willing  to  accept  and  receive  from  defendants  the  said 
sloop-load  &c.,  and  to  pay  for  the  same  at  the  rate  or 
price  and  in  manner  .aforesaid,  whereof  defendants, 
durmg  all  the  time  aforesaid,  had  notice,  and  were,  to 
wit  on  24th  May^  requested  by  and  on  behalf  of  plain- 
tiff to  deliver  to  him  the  said  sloop-load  of  ground 
bones,  yet  defendants,  not  regarding  their  said  con- 
tract, but  contriving  &c.,  did  not  nor  would,  upon  the 
said  24th  day  of  May,  or  at  anytime  or  times  whatsoever, 
deliver  to  plaintiff  the  said  sloop-lpad  &c.,  or  any  part 
thereof,  but  wholly  refused  && :  whereby  plaintiff  hath 
wholly  lost  and  been  deprived  of  the  advantage  which 
he  would  have  derived  from  the  performance  of  the  said 
contract,  and  hath  lost  and  been  deprived  of  profits 
which  might,  and  otherwise  would,  have  accrued  to  him 
from  the  delivery  of  the  said  sloop-load  of  ground  bones, 
the  price,  thereof  having  greatly  risen,  (to  wit)  to  the 
extent  of  1/.  45.  Sd.  per  quarter,  between  the  making  of 
the  said  agreement  and  the  refusal  of  defendants  to 
fulfil  the  same  as  aforesaid. 

Pleas.     1.  Non  Assumpsit    Issue  thereon. 

2.  That  plaintiff  did  not,  at  the  special  instance  &c., 
give  time  &&,  in  manner  and  form  &c. :  conclusion  to 
the  country.    Issue  thereon. 

8.  That 
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S.  That  defendants  had'  no  notice  that  plaintiff  was        1S39* 
ready  and  willing  to  accept  &&,  in  manner  and  form       ~!I 

orsAB 

tec. :  ocHidasion  to  the  country.  Issue  thereon.  ogama 

Dawbis. 

4.  That  the  said  giving  of  time  for  the  delivery  of  the 
said  sloop-load  of  ground  bones,  in  the  dedaration  men« 
tionedy  formed  and  was  part  and  parcel  of  a  contract 
between  plaintiff  and  defendants  for  the  sale  of  certain 
goods,  (to  wit)  ground  bones,  for  the  price  of  upwards 
of  102»  sterling,  by  defendants  to  plaintiff,  and  that 
plaintiff  did  not  accept  any  part  of  the  said  goods  so 
sold  and  actuislly  receive  the  same^  nor  did  plaintiff  give 
any  thing  in  earnest  to  Innd  the  said  bargain  or  in  part 
of  pajrment,  and  that  no  note  or  memorandum  in  writ- 
ing of  the  said  bargain  was  made  and  signed  by  de* 
fendants  or  either  of  them,  or  their  agent  or  agents 
thereunto  lawfully  authorised:  verification.  Replication, 
that  the  said  giving  of  time  &c.  was  not  part  of  the 
eoDtract  between  plaintiff  and  defendants  for  the  sale  of 
the  said  ground  bones:  conclusion  to  the  oountry# 
Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial  before  Jldersmi  B.,  at  the  York  Spring 
Assizes,  18S7,  the  plaintiff  put  in  the  following  written 
note,  signed,  on  the  day  of  the  date,  by  the  broker 
scting  for  the  plaintiff. 

''Hull,  lOthMayy  1836. 
^  Bought  of  Messrs.  Daoober  and  StepheMon,  for  Mr.  - 
WUUam  Sieadj  of  Barcbridge,  a  sloop-load  of  about  400 
quarters  of  ground  bones  of  good  merchantable  quality, 
at  16s.  ^d,  a  quarter,  free  on  board,  to  be  delivered  on 
the  20th  to  the  22d  instant.  Payment  by  acceptance 
at  three  months  from  delivery. 

**  Joseph  Dawson,  Broker.** 

It 
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I8S9.  It  further  appeared  that  on  the  17th  of  May  Dawson 

told  the  defendant  Stephenson  that  the  22d  would  fall 
on  a  Suuden/f  and  asked  him  if  he  could  deliver  the 
bones  on  the  21st ;  to  which  Stephenson  answered^  *^  You 
had  better  say  Monday  or  Diesday;"  and  Dawson 
replied,  **  Monday  or  Tuesday.**  The  bones  were  not 
sent :  the  price  was  Itfterwards  tendered,  and  refused  by 
the  defendants.  The  price  of  bones  had  risen  to  21 5. 
per  quarter  on  the  24th  May^  Dawson  stated  .in  evi- 
dence that  the  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  bills  would 
be  enlarged  to  24th  May^  by  the  time  for  delivering  the 
goods  being  enlarged  to  that  day. 

The  defendants'  counsel  contended  that,  the  written 
contract  having  been  varied  by  a  verbal  agreement,  there 
was  no  complete  written  contract,  under  sect.  17  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  could  recover: 
but  the  learned  Judge,  being  of  opinion  that  the  effect 
of  the  enlargement  of  the  time  was,  not  to  alter  the  con- 
tract, but  only  to  dispense  with  its  performance  on  the 
day  first  named,  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  giving 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  on 
the  issues  upon  the  first  and  fourth  pleas.  In  Hilary 
term,  1837,  Alexander  obtained  a  rule  accordingly  (<z). 
in  last  Hilary  term  (d), 

Cresswell  and  Martin  shewed  cause.  The  alteration 
as  ta  the  time  of  delivery  formed,  no  part  of  the  contract 
as  it  was  originally  framed,  nor  did  it  vary  that  con-* 
tract :  it  was  merely  a  dispensation  from  performing  part 
tof  its  terms,  which  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  availing 

(a)  The  rule  was  also  for  the  reduction  of  damages,  on  grounds  which 
became  immaterial  by  the  decision  of  the  Court. 

(h)  January  21st,  1839.  Before  Lord  Dcnman  C.  J.,  Littlcdale,  WiUiamt^ 
and  Coleridge  Js. 

himself 
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himself  of  a  breach  of  that  part:  there  was,  therefore,        28S9« 
"H)  necessity,  under  stat.  29  C.  2.  c.  S.  5. 17.5  that  any        ~ 
^ridng  should  be  given,  referring  to  this  alteration.  The        i^omat 

Dawbbi* 

^^e  point  was  decided  in  Cuffs.  Penn  (a) ;  and  Tkresh 

^*  Sake  {b)  is  to  the  same  effect.    Goss  v.  Lord  Nugent  (c) 

^  inapplicable.    There  the  substance  of  the  written  con-» 

^f^,  to  make  a  good  title  to  fourteen  lots,  was  varied  by 

the  new  verbal  agreement,  which  in  effect  substituted  a 

^^tract  to  make  a  good  title  to  thirteen  only.    If  the  con- 

7^^  lere  could  not  be  altered  by  verbal  agreement,  then 

^^  "Verbal  agreement  forms  no  part  of  the  contract,  and 

Xyien  the  issue  on  the  fourth  plea  must  be  entered  for  the 

plaintiff;  and  also,  on  that  supposition,  the  plea  of  Noa 

Assunpsit  fails.    Therefore,  either  there  is  no  variation 

of  the  contract,  or  the  contract,  as  varied,  is  good*    But, 

in  fiict,  the  verbal  agreement  is  no  part  of  the  contract 

set  out  in  the  declaration,  which  is  merely  framed  on 

ihe  original  bought  and  sold  note.     This  shews  the  dis* 

Action  between  the  present  case  and  Gass  v.  Lord 

'^t^oi/(c),   where  the  declaration  treated  the  verbal 

<^ntract  as  incorporated  in  the  written  one;  and  the 

Court  said,  •*  The  written  contract  is  not  tliat  which  is 

^%ht  to  be  enforced,  it  is  a  new  contract  which  the 

parties  have  entered  into.''    The  breach  here  is  that 

^ere  was  no  delivery  at  all :  if  the  defendant  had  proved 

^delivery  on  the  day  named  in  the  verbal  agreement, 

^^  Would  have  been  an  answer  to  the  breach  in  the 

'^'^^e  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  not  of  a  performance 

^^  contract  declared  upon. 

-^^xander  and   CawUngj   contr^.      The  declaration 
^  ^^s,  in  the  first  instance,  a  contract  binding  the  de- 

(a)  1M.^S.  21.  (6)  1  E^,  53. 

(c>  SB.^Ad,  58. 

fendant 
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fendant  to  deliver  by  the  22d,  and  the  plaintiff  to  give 
an  acceptance  at  three  months  from  the  delivery:  then 
it  shews  a  substitation  of  a  new  day  of  deliveiry,  and 
necessarily  of  a  new  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  accept* 
ance,  and  for  its  maturity.  That  is  a  material  variation 
of  the  contract;  and  it  takes  place  on  a  fresh  consider-* 
ation.  In  the  case  of  sales  of  real  property,  under  sect.  4 
of  the  statute,  time,  at  law,  is  of  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract; and  it  is  so  in  equity  where  the  value  of  the  thing 
sold  may  depend  upon  the  time  of  performance,  as  here; 
1  Sugd.  Fend.  andPurch.  402.  (10th  ed.),  Wilde  v.  Fort{a\ 
DcHoret  v.  BothxhUd  (6),  BoihsehUd  v.  Hennit^ic).  ILU^ 
aeddU  J.  referred  to  Shepherd  v.  Johtuon  (</)].  Ctjff^  v. 
Penn  (e)  can  hardly  be  considered  an  authorl^  now ;  and 
there  a  partial  delivery,  on  a  day  later  than  that  named  in 
the  contract,  had  been  made  and  accepted ;  and  Lord 
EUenbarough  lays  a  stress  on  that  fact.  There,  toOf  the 
action  was  for  not  accepting,  and  the  difficulty  did  not 
exist  which  arises  here  from  the  diflference  of  value  at 
different  times.  In  7%tsA  v.  Bake{g)  the  agreement 
did  not  require  a  writing  under  the  statute  of  frauds ;  and 
the  Court,  in  Gou  v.  Lord  NugerU  (A),  distinguish,  as 
to  Uie  effect  of  varying  a  written  contract,  between 
written  contracts  [which  might  have  been  enforced  if 
only  verbal,  and  those  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
Warren  v.  Siagg  (i),  perhaps,  is  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff; 
but  that  case  is  inconsistent  with  later  authorities.  The 
cases  under  sect  4  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  apply  in 

(a)  4  Taumt.  SS4.  (6)  1  Sim.  j>  SL  590. 

(a)  9  B,  ^  C.  470. ;  reyersing  the  judgment  of  C.  P.  in  Mennmgi  r. 
JtetktchiU^  4  Bing.  S15. 

(d)  9£adt9ll.     Se^GreenY.SickneOfS^  ^£.101. 

(O  1  AT.  {r  &  SI.  (g)  1  £tp.  53. 

(A)  SB.^Ad,  58.        (0  Cited  in  LUUer  y.  HtOkmd,  5T.  JL  591. 

principle 
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principle  to  sect.  17;  and,  upon  sect  4,  it  is  now  clear        18S9. 
tiut  a  written  contractf  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds^        1 
cannot  be  varied  by  a  verbal  agreement ;  Goss  y.  Lord      ^ointt 
Nugent  {a\  Harvey  v.  Grabham  {b\  SUmeU  v,  Bobin* 
ian{e).    Under  sect  17  the  Courts  have  enforced  the 
provisions  of  the  act  very  scrupulously,  with  a  view  to 
guard  against  the  mischief  which  the  statute  meant 
to  obviate,  as  in  Elmore  v.  Kingscote  {d),    Bm/Uy  3, 
appears  to  apply  the  same  rules  of  interpretation  to  the 
two  sections,  in  Kewwnihf  v.  Schqfidd{e)*  Qreaoes  v. 
AsUin{g)  and  Meres  v.  AnseU{h)  shew  the  unwilling* 
ness  of  the  Courts  to  vary  or  explain  written  contracts 
by  oral  testimony. 

Cur.  adv.  vidU 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  this  term  {May  7th),  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Court 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  non* 
delivery  of  a  cargo  of  bones.  By  the  sold  note  they 
were  to  be  shipped  on  the  20th  to  the  22d  of  Mmfj  and 
to  be  paid  for  by  an  acceptance  at  three  months  from 
the  delivery.  The  22d  happened  to  be  on  a  Sunday; 
and,  a  conversation  taking  place  between  the  defendant 
and  the  pliuntiff's  agent  respecting  this,  upon  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  defendant  the  Monday  or  Tuesday  im- 
mediately following  were  substituted  as  the  days  of 
delivery.  The  agent  who  proved  this  also  stated  that 
the  time  for  giving  the  acceptance  would,  in  conse- 
<]Qence,  be  also  proportionably  enlarged.    The  main 

(a)  SB.^Jd.  58.  (6)  5  A,  t  E.  61. 

(c)  S  *N€w  Co.  9S8.  (d)  S  B,  ^  C.  583. 

(0  2  i9.  j-  C.  945.     See  p.  947.         {g)  S  Campb.  4SG. 


(A)  S  WilM.  S75. 


question 
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question  at  the  trial,  and  before  us,  was,  whether  thid 
enlargement  of  the  time  was  an  alteration  of  the  con- 
tract, or  only  a  dispensation  with  its  performance  as  ta 
time.  Thb  declaration,  after  setting  out  the  original 
contract,  stated  that  the  plaintifl^  at  the  special  instance 
of  the  defendants,  gave  them  time  for  the  delivery  to  the 
24th  Matfi  and  averred  a  demand  on  the  24th.  The 
fourth  plea  alleged  that  this  giving  time  was  parcel  of  a 
contract  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  that  there  was 
no  acceptance  wholly  or  in  part,  or  any  earnest,  or  part 
payment ;  and  that  there  was  no  note  or  memorandum 
in  writing  of  It:  and  the  replication  traversed  its  being 
parcel  of  the  contract 

•  The  principles  on  which  this  case  must  be  decided 
are  clear  and  admitted.  The  contract  is  a  contract 
.within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  cannot  be  proved,  as 
to  any  essential  parcel  of  it,  by  merely  oral  testimony: 
for  to  allow  such  a  contract  to  be  proved  partly  by 
writing  and  partly  by  oral  testimony  would  let  in  all  the 
mischiefs  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  statute  to  ex- 
clude. Many  cases  were  cited  in  the  argument  on  both 
isides,  the  plaintiflTs  counsel  relying  chiefly  on  Cuff  v. 
Penn  (a),  the  defendants  on  Goss  v.  Lord  Nugent  (i), 
the  decision  in  which  it  is  certainly  not  easy  to  reconcile 
inrith  that  in  the  former.  But  it  seems  to  us  that  we  are 
mainly  called  on  to  decide  a  question  of  fact;  what, 
namely,  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  in  the  arrange- 
ment come  to  for  substituting  the  24th  for  the  ^2i 
as  the  day  of  delivery ;  did  they  intend  to  substitute 
a  new  contract  for  the  old  one,  the  same  in  all  other 
respects  except  those  of  the  day  of  delivery  and  date  of 


(a)  IM.^S,  SI. 


(6)  SB.  ijtd.S8. 


the 
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tlie accepted  bill,  with  the  old  one?     Where  the  vari-        1839. 
atjon  is  so  slight  as  in  the  present  case,  and  the  con- 
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sequences  so  serious,  the  mind  comes  reluctantly  to  this  ^ahui 
conclusion;  and  this  reluctance  is  increased  by  con- 
sidering in  how  many  instances  of  written  contracts 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  slight  variations  are  made 
at  (be  request  of  one  or  other  of  the  parties,  without  the 
least  idea,  at  the  time,  of  defeating  the  legal  remedy  or 
the  origrinal  contract.  But  the  same  principle  must  be 
applied  to  the  variation  of  a  day  and  ^  week  or  a 
month  ;  and  it  seems  impossible  to  suppose  that,  when 
^  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  substitute  the  24th  for  the 
S^>  either  party  imagined  that  an  action  could  be 
brought  for  a  non-delivery  on  the  22d,  or  that  a  de- 
livery on  the  24th  would  not  be  a  legal  performance  of 
the  contract  existing  between  them. 

It  Was  urged  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  the  defend- 
sot's  argument  reduced  him  to  an  inconsistency ;  that  he 
*"^ged,  on  the  one  hand,  an  alteration  of  the  contract  by 
P^^ls  and  yet,  on  the  other,  asserted  that  such  alteration 
^y  parol  could  not  be  made.    But  this  is,  in  truth,  to  con- 
iOiiQcI  the  contract  with  the  remedy  upon  it     Indepen- 
dently of  the  statute,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  total 
^aiver,  br  the  partial  alteration,  of  a  written  contract 
^^^    Under  seal  by  parol  agreement;  and,  in  contem- 
P'&tioo  of  law,  such  a  contract  so  altered  subsists  be- 
^^^■1  these  parties :  but  the  statute  intervenes,  and,  in 
^cise  of  such  a  contract,  takes  away  the  remedy  by 
^^^•1.     It  cannot  be  said  that  the  time  of  delivery  was 
Originally  of  the  essence  of  this  contract:  the  evi- 
^^^  shews  that  the  value  of  the  article  was  fluctuating; 
^  the  time  of  payment  was  to  be  calculated  from  the 
^  of  delivery.     Where  these  circumstances  exist,  it 
"ol.  X.  F  cannot 
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1839.  cannot  in  strict  reasoning  be  argued,  as  was  said  by 
Lord  Ellenborough  in  the  case  of  Ct^  v.  Penn  (a),  that 
the  contract  remained,  although  there  was  an  agreed 
substitution  of  other  days  than  those  originally  specified 
for  its  performance.  Nor  does  any  difficulty  arise  from 
the  want  of  consideration  for  the  plaintiff's  agreement 
to  consent  to  the  change  of  days ;  for  the  same  con- 
sideration which  existed  for  the  old  agreement  is  im- 
ported into  the  new  agreement  which  is  substituted 
for  it.  4 

Putting,  therefore,  that  construction  on  what  passed 
between  these  parties  which  best  effectuates  their  inten- 
tion, and  giving  also  full  effect,  as  we  ought,  to  the 
salutary  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  we  think 
that  this  giving  of  time  was  parcel  of  the  contract,  and, 
consequently,  that  the  verdict  on  the  fourth  plea  should 
be  entered  for  the  defendants. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly  (6) 

(a)  lM.4-8.  SI.  (6)  See  ManhaU  t.  Lynn,  6  M.  i  fT.  109. 


Uonday,         XHc  QuEEN  agatfist  The  Mayor  of  Bridgnorth. 
Payment  of         A  RULE  nisi  was  obtained,  in  Michaelmas  term  18S7, 

rates,  to  entitle    jlSL 

a  person  to  be  for  a  mandamus  to  the  mayor  of  Bridgnorth  to 

bur^  litt  of  insert  the  several  names  of  Jab  Allen  and  seventy-seven 

u^w  stot  5  &  ^^^^^  persons  named  by  ihe  rule,  in  the  burgess  roll 

f  r  miwt^iw  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  borough.     The  names  of  these  parties  had 

a  payment  by 

the  party*B  own  act.     It  is  not  sufficient  that  another  person,  without  bis  authority,  pays 

the  rates  for  him. 

Where  a  party,  required  by  law  to  pronounce  a  decision  on  certain  points,  is  brought 
before  the  Court  by  a  motion  impugning  such  decision,  the  general  rule  is,  that  he  shall 
hare  costs  if  the  application  fails. 

Per  LUtM^  J.  It  is  not  regular  to  grant  a  single  rule  nisi  for  the  issuing  of  several 
writs  of  mandamus. 

been 
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been  inserted  by  the  overseers  in  their  lists  made  in        18S9. 

September  18S7,  but  on  the  revision,  in  October^  before     ^ 

the  mayor  and  assessors,  it  was  objected  **  that  none  of       againsi 

.  .  *  1  .       t     1        . 1     .     .  .  The  Mayor  of 

the  said  several  parties  bad  paid  tbeir  respective  rates    BaiooNOATK, 
themselves,  but  that  the  same  had  been  paid  for  them 
by  third  parties/'     It  was  contended  in  answer,  that, 
the  rates  having  been  paid,  it  was  immaterial  by  whom 
or  in  what  way  the  payment  was  made.     The  mayor 
and  assessors  held  it  necessary  that  all  rates  should  be 
paid  directly  by  the  parties  themselves,  and  therefore 
they  expunged  all  the  names.     William  Gittos^  described 
as  a  law  stationer,  and  stating  himself  to  be  an  inhabitant 
householder   and  burgess  of  Bridgnorth,  deposed,   in 
support  of  the  rule,  that  he  did,  on  3 1st  August  1837, 
pay  to  the  overseers  of  the  proper  parishes  respectively, 
all  such  rates  as  had  become  payable  by  the  parties 
claiming  enrolment,  for  the  premises  in  respect  of  which 
they  claimed,  during  1837  and  the  two  preceding  years, 
except  for  the  last  six  Calendar  months.     And  in  a  sup- 
plemental affidavit  he  stated  that  the  rates  **were  all 
paid  by  him  by  the  authority  and  with  the  knowledge 
and  approbation  of  such  several  parties  respectively.^' 

The  affidavits  in  opposition  to  the  rule  (which  were 
numerous  and  went  into  much  detail)  stated  that  the 
rates  had  been  paid,  on  the  evening  of  August  3 1st,  by 
persons  who  belonged  to  a  political  party  in  the  borough, 
and,  as  was  believed,  for  political  purposes;  that  the 
payments  had  been  made  to  the  ovei*seers  of  the  respec- 
tive parishes,  in  gross  sums  covering  the  amounts  due 
from  the  parties  named  in   certain  lists,  and  whose 
clums  were  now  in  question;  and  that  the  overseers 
gave  receipts  for  the  gross  sums  to  the  parties  paying, 
but  none  to  the  persons  in  whose  names  the  payments 

F  2  were 
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1839.        were   made.     The  affidavits  contained  very  full  state^ 

^~I  ments  as  to  the  condition  in  life  of  these  parties,  from 

The  QuccN  ^ 

against        ivhicH.  and  from  their  havinff  been  unable  to  pay  rates 
The  Mayor  of  °  .  .  * 

BaioavoRTH.  when  called  upon  during  the  three  years  in  question,  as 
well  as  from  other  circumstances,  it  was  inferred  that 
they  would  not  and  could  not  have  paid  the  rates  for 
themselves.  Three  of  the  parties  deposed  that  they 
bad  not  authorized  such  payments,  and  did  not  know  of 
them  till  after  they  were  made ;  and  others  were  stated 
to  have  made  admissions  to  the  same  effect. 


IL  V.  Richards  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended 
that  the  parties  claiming  enrolment  had  not,  under  these 
circumstances,  ''paid"  their  rates,  within  the  meaning  of 
Stat.  5  &  6  fF.  4.  c.  76.  5.  9. 

JerviSf  contri,  was  called  upon  by  the  Court  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  We  will  not  enquire  into  all  the  titles  (a) 
on  this  rule.]  The  general  question  on  which  they  de- 
pend is,  whether  a  party  is  entitled  to  be  put  upon  the 
burgess-roll  when  another  person  has  paid  his  rates  for 
him.  Rex  v.  Lffuoer  Hey  ford  (b)  has  some  bearing  on 
this  point.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  No :  there  it  was 
considered  by  the  Court  that  the  rates  were,  in  fact, 
paid  by  the  party  himself.  The  question  here  is^ 
whether  a  voter  can  be  put  upon  the  list,  without 
his  knowledge,  by  another  person.]  The  words  of 
the  act  are,  *^  unless  he  shall  have  paid"  **all  spch 
rates.'*  The  payment  on  his  account  is  his  payment. 
If  the  statute  had  meant  that  this  should  not  suffice, 

(o)  See  Reg.  v.  The  Mayor  of  Harwich,  8  ^.  $  E,  919,    Stat.  7  H\  4. 
and  1  Vict.  e.  78.  s.  24. 
{h)  1  B,  ^  Ad.  75. 

words 
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^ords  expressive  of  such  intention  would  have  been        18S9. 
^sed.     It  may   be   said   that  such  payments  tend  to     rpf"^ 
'^nbery ;   but  if  that  offence  is  committed,  there  is  a        agaiTut 

^  .The  Mayor  of 

'^•Buedy,     ^Coleridge  J.   Persons  are  applied  to  for  their    Beidgmuhth. 

^tes^  and  do  not  pay ;  then  some  one  comes,  and  in  one 

^^'ening  pays  the  rates  of  all  in  a  gross  sum,  without  their 

Knowledge.]     That  statement  applies  only  to  some  of 

®    Cases.      [Lord   Denman  C.  J.     Putting  the  most 

p   *^«ral  case :  If  a  man  pays  another's  rates  without 

*^Ority  from  him,  and  as  a  volunteer,  is  that  a  payment 

4    ^e  party  rated?]     Construing  terms  strictly,  the 

"^atly  does  not  pat/  ;  but  the  act  does  not  require  a  pay* 

ment  with  his  own  hand.     [Colet^idge  J.     Why  need 

those  words  be  used,  when  the  act  says  '^  he  shall  have 

paid  ?"]    The  party  does  pay  if  he  adopts  the  payment. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We  ought  to  promulgate  our 
opinion  on  this  subject  without  delay.  If  the  practice 
described  were  to  prevail,  there  would  be  great  danger 
^^  the  most  enormous  bribery.  The  statute,  in  requir- 
^^g  that  the  rates  shall  have  been  paid,  contemplates 
some  payment  by  the  party's  own  act.  The  rule  must 
^  discharged. 

*-'Ttledale,  PArrESON,  and  Coleridge,  Js.,  con- 
curred. 

^   V.  Richards  then  applied  for  costs,  and  urged  the 
Police  which  had  been  caused  by  including  seventy- 
8*^t  cases  in  one  application. 

^>^s,  contr^.     The  point  was  new,  and  the  want  of 

•^Ority,  on  which  this  Court  has  proceeded,  was  not 

^irecise  ground  on  which   the  mayor  rejected  ihe 

F  3  names. 
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18S9.       names.     No  real  disadvantage  resulted  from  including 
^~"~       all  the  cases  in  one  rule. 

The  QuiBM 
against 

The  Mayor  of  L^^d  Denman  C.  J.  I  sav  nothing  as  to  the  number 
of  cases  included  in  one  rule.  If  the  attention  of  the 
Court  had  been  directed  to  the  facts  when  the  rule  was 
moved  for,  probably  it  would  not  have  been  granted  in 
that  form.  And  if  an  application  in  each  particular 
case  was  necessary,  it  would  have  been  no  better  for  the 
parties  shewing  cause.  But  where  a  person  is  bound  by 
law  to  pronounce  a  decision,  and  thaL  decision  is  dis* 
puted  before  us,  and  proves  to  be  right,  he  is  entitled  to 
costs.  That  should  be  the  general  rule,  though  I  do 
not  say  that  circumstances  may  not  take  a  case  out  of  it« 
This  rule  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  practice  of  moving  for  one  or 
more  writs  of  mandamus  to  be  granted  by  the  same  rule 
should  not  be  drawn  into  a  precedent  It  appears  by  a 
note  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Bobinson^  that  an  applica- 
tion was  made  in  1793  for  a  rule  to  be  so  framed,  but 
this  Court  said  that  they  never  heard  of  a  rule  to  shew 
causfe  why  one  mandamus  or  more  should  not  issue  (iz)« 

(a)  The  reporters  hare  been  fkYOured  with  the  note  referred  to,  whidi 
is  as  follows :  -— 

Mr.  Perceval  moTed  for  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  numdamna  to 
Samuel  Hughes  to  take  upon  himself  the  office  of  one  of  the  fortj-eigbt 
men  of  Northampton,  which  was  granted. 

He  then  said  there  were  four  other  persons  in  the  same  situation,  and 
although  he  understood  the  Court  last  term  to  ha?e  decided  that  one 
mandamus  could  not  comprise  more  than  one  person,  yet  he  hoped  the 
Court  would  permit  these  fiye  men  to  lie  included  in  one  rule  nisi. 

But  the  Court  said,  they  sometimes  gtanted  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
one  or  more  information  or  informations  should  not  be  granted,  but  they 
neyer  heard  of  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  one  or  more  mandamus  or  man* 
damuses  should  not  issue. 

And  accordingly  fiye  rules  were  taken. 
HUcanfierm,  1793. 

I  mean 
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I  mean  to  say  that  this  mode  of  drawing  up  a  rule        1889. 

should  not  be  considered  as  a  matter  of  course.     The        

rale  here  must  be  discharged  with  costs.  against 

The  Mayor  of 

B&IDONOATH. 

Patteson  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

V  Rule  discharged  with  costs. 


Doe  on  the  demise  of  Joshua  Mayhew  agahist  Monday,, 


ASBV  ^i^29tb, 

£\OD\m 


ZELLYf  in  Michaelmas  term  IBSTs  obtained  a  rule  in  an  action  of 
^  ejectment  on  a 

calling  on  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  forfeiture  by 
why  all  proceedings  in  this  ejectment  should  not  be  venanttore- 
stayed  on  payment  of  costs.     The  action  was  brought  ^^q  ^we^*^ 
by  rcTersioner  against  termor  to  enforce  a  forfeiture  by  ^JJJu^n,^']Jl,n 
breach  of  a  covenant  to  repair  within  three  months  after  J®*™**  ^i^^ 

'^  lessor  of  the 

notice  firom  the  lessor  or  his  assigns.     Notice  had  been  plaintiff  does 

not  consent. 

given  to  repair  in  the  three  months  expiring  June  18th, 
1837;  the  repairs  continuing  undone,  declarations  in 
ejectment  had  been  served  on  the  9th  of  August j  and  the 
defendant  had  entered  into  the  usual  consent  rule.  On 
November  23d  the  present  rule  was  obtained.  A  sum- 
mons bad  been  previously  taken  out  for  the  same  puf- 
pose,  and  the  parties  had  attended  before  Littledale  J. 
at  chambers,  November  17tb,  when  the  learned  Judge 
held  that  he  had  no  jurisdiction,  and  dismissed  the  sum- 
mons. The  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule  stated  that 
the  repairs  had,  at  the  time  of  making  this  application, 
been  done;  that  the  defendant  had  proposed  a  meeting 
between  his  surveyor  and  the  surveyor  for  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintil^  and  had  offered  to  execute  immediately, 
JF  4  under 
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1 839.        under  the  direction  of  the  latter,  any  alteration  or  amend- 
ment  which  he  might  propose,  and  likewise  to  pay  the 

Dob  dem.  *^ 

ijlxYHEw  costs  of  the  action  as  between  attorney  and  cliei^t;  but 
AsBT.  that  these  proposals  had  been  declined.  It  was  further 
stated  that  the  defendant  held  for  the  residue  of  a  term 
of  sixty-one  years,  under  a  lease,  dated  September  1st, 
1789,  at  a  ground  rent  of  5/.  per  annum,  and  that  the 
lease  was  beneficial  and  of  considerable  value.  The 
affidavits  in  answer  stated  that  several  important  repairs 
had  not  been  done  till  after  the  action  was  brought;  and 
that  some  trifling  ones  still  remained  to  be  performed 
as  late  as  November  10th.  Doe  detn.  De  Butzen  v. 
Lewis  (fl),  and  an  unreported  case  o^  Doe  dem.  Gaver  v. 
Maberly  were  cited  in  moving  for  the  rule. 

R.  V.  Richards  and  Arnold  now  shewed  cause.  This 
is  an  application  which  has  never  been  made  to  a  court 
of  law ;  and  even  the  courts  of  equity  would  not  relieve 
in  such  a  case.  The  rule  in  those  courts  is,  that  relief 
by  injunction  may  be  granted  where  the  forfeiture  at- 
taches by  nonpayment  of  a  sum  of  money,  the  amount 
of  which,  with  interest,  may  be  calculated  by  the  Court ; 
but  not  where  the  breach  of  covenant  consists  in  some 
other  non-feasance,  for  which  the  reversioner  must  claim 
damages.  This  subject  is  very  fully  discussed,  and  the 
law  laid  down  as  now  stated,  in  HiU  v.  Barclay  (fi).  In 
Bracebridge  v.  Buckley  (c),  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
refused  equitable  relief  in  a  case  of  forfeiture  by  breach 
of  a  covenant  to  lay  out  1000/.  in  repairs  within  a 
given  time ;  and  in  White  v.  Warner  (d),  where  an  in- 
junction was  moved  for  to  restrain  a  landlord  from  suing 

(a)  5  A.  fr  JS:.  277.  (6)  18  Vet.SS.     Andaee  16  Vn,  402. 

(c)  2  Price,  200.  {d)  2  Mer,  459. 

at 
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at  law  upon  the  breach  of  a  covenant  to  keep  premises        1839. 
insured  against  fire,  and  tlie  case  was  represented  as  one  j^ 

oF  great  hardship.  Lord  Eldon  C.  said  that  the  Court      Mathew 

ageufiMi 

could  not  give  relief  against  such  a  forfeiture  upon  the  Assr. 
principle  of  compensation*  The  authorities  on  the  sub- 
ject are  collected  in  Etkn  on  Injunctions^  p.  21.  et  seq. 
c  2.  and  Conyn  ou  the  Law  of  Landlord  and  Tenant^ 
p.  565,  et  seq.  Book  4.  c.  2.  s*  3.  (a).  The  only  case 
in  equity  of  any  considerable  weight,  contradictory  to 
those  now  cited,  is  Sanders  v.  Pope  (6),  where,  on  eject- 
ment brought  for  a  forfeiture  by  non-repair,  Lord  Ers' 
kine  C.  granted  relief  on  terms  of  compensation  to  the 
landlord.  That  case  was  much  discussed  in  Hill  v.  Bar^ 
day  (c),  and  had  circumstances  of  its  own,  commented 
upon  by  Lord  EXdon  in  Hill  v.  Barclay  (rf),  which  prevent 
it  from  being  an  authority  in  the  present  case  {i).  Hack 
V.  Leonard  (^),  where  relief  is  said  to  have  been  granted 
in  a  case  of  non-repair,  is  mentioned  by  Lord  Eldon  in 
Hill  v.  Barclay  (A)  as  a  loose  note,  and  occurs  in  9  Afoc/., 
a  book  of  little  authority.  {LiUledale  J.  The  ninth  Mod. 
is  worse  than  the  tenth.]  As  to  the  supposition  that 
clauses  of  re-entry  are  to  be  unfavourably  looked  upon, 
Lord  Tenterden  said  in  Doe  dcm.  Davis  v.  Elsam  (t),  **  I 
do  not  think  provisoes  of  this  sort  are  to  be  construed 
with  the  strictness  of  conditions  at  common  law.  These 
are  matters  of  contract  between  the  parties,  and  should, 
io  niy  opinion,  be  construct  as  other  contracts.  The  par- 
ties agree  to  a  tenancy  on  certain  terms,  and  there  is  no 
hardship  in  binding  them  to  those  terms.     In  my  view 

(a)  Sded.  (6)  12  Veu5L92. 

'  {€)  \6  VtM.  40S. ;  18  Fet.  56.  (tf)   18  Vet.  59. 

(«)  Sm  alto  note  (83)  to  Wadman  ▼.  Caicrafi,  10  Veu  70.  8d  cd. 
<^  9  Mad.  91.  (A)  18  Vet,  64 

(i    M.iM.  189.. 

of 
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of  cases  of  this  sort  the  provisoes  ought  to  be  constmed 
according  to  &ir  and  obvious  construction,  without  fa- 
vour to  either  side."  And  where  the  re-entry  was  for 
non-payment  of  rent,  this  Court,  since  stat*  4  6*  8. 
c.  28.,  has  refused  between  verdict  and  execution  to 
'  stay  proceedings  in  ejectment  on  payment  of  arrears 
and  costs;  Doe  denu  Harris  v.  Masters  {a).  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  In  Doe  dem.  De  Butzen  v.  Leads  (A), 
which  was  cited  in  moving,  the  reversioner  had  elected 
to  do  the  repairs  himself  and  hold  the  lessee  responsible ; 
he  had  therefore  waived  the  forfeiture.]  The  Court  then 
enquired  of 

KeUjfi  who  supported  the  rule,  if  there  were  any 
authority  for  the  interference  now  claimed.  None  has 
been  found :  but  Doe  dem*  Gqver  v.  Maberly^  a  case  de- 
termined by  the  Court  of  Common  Ple^  in  Hilary 
term,  1836,  was  relied  upon  at  the  time  of  moving  for 
this  rule.  The  case  is  not  reported ;  but  it  appears 
that  the  action  was  brought  upon  a  forfeiture  incurred 
by  non-repair  and  non-payment  of  rent,  and  that  the 
Court,  after  judgment,  ordered  the  defendant  to  be 
replaced  in  possession  upon  terms  (c).  That  seems  to 
be  an  authority  for  the  present  application. 

Lord 


(a)  2B,^C.  49a  (6)  Sj.iE.  377. 

(c)  Bjr  the  papers  in  Doe  dem.  Goner  and  Another  ▼.  Maberfy,  it  ftp- 
pcan  that  the  forfeiture  was  incurred  by  non-repair  and  non-payment  of 
rent ;  ejectment  was  brought,  issue  joined,  and  notice  of  trial  given ;  and 
the  defendant  then  gave,  and  the  leswr  of  the  plaintiff  accepted,  a  cognovit 
whereby  the  defendant  agreed  to  withdraw  his  plea,  and  that  unless  he 
should  payv  on  or  before  Deeembef'  S8th,  half  the  pkintifTs  costs  of  the 
action  and  of  withdrawing  the  record,  and  the  arrangement  to  compromise 
the  same,  &a  and  should  pay,  on  December  SSth,  half  the  rent  due 
December  S5th,  and  unless  he  should  pay  the  remaining  halves  of  the 
costs  and  rent  on  January  98di|  and  should  repair  the  premises  within  four 

months. 
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Lord  DenmanC  J.    I  am  satisfied  that  the  Court       1889. 
of  Common  Pleas,  in  the  case  referred  to,  must  have      /     ~ 

Pox  dena. 

done  no  more  than  put  the  case  in  a  train  of  arrange-  Mathbw 
inent.  If  the  order  had  been  made  in  invitum  as  to  the  Aut. 
landlord,  the  decision  would  probably  have  been  re- 
ported. It  is  quite  clear  that  we  have  not  authority  to 
make  the  order  desired ;  to  do  so  we  ought  to  have  more 
powers  in  other  respects  than  we  now. possess.  Sup- 
posing that  we  were  wUling  to  make  such  an  order, 
could  we  direct  an  issue,  to  ascertain  whether  the  repairs 
were  well  done  or  not  ? 

LiTTLEDALB  J.  We  have  no  jurisdiction  to  make  a 
role  absolute  for  staying  these  proceedings.  All  the 
anthorities  which  have  been  cited,  except  one  or  two 
cases,  shew  that  such  a  power  does  not  exist  in  the  pre- 
sent instance. 


months,  to  the  ntidactioii  of  wamyon  on  each  aide,  and  unleM  defendant 
should  within  &c.  appoint  a  surfcyor  for  the  purpose  on  his  side,  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  at  Kbertj  to  issue  a  writ  of  possession^ 
and  also  execution  for  the  rent  and  costs,  &c     Defendant  failed  to  per-  ' 
form  the  stipulated  terms  hj  December  88lh,  and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
signed  judgment  on  December  SOthy  and  had  possession  delivered  by  the 
sheriff.   The  defendant  applied,  on  summons  before  a  Judge  at  chamben, 
to  have  the  judgment  set  aside  on  tenns;  the  learned  Judge  thought  he 
had  no  jurisdiction,  but  stayed  proceedings  for  a  time^  that  application 
might  be  made  to  the  full  Court.    A  rule  nisi  was  obtained,  JSmuayy  13th* 
183S,  fyr  setting  aside  the  judgment,  on  affidarits  alleging  surprise^  ex- 
cusing the  dcfaultt  and  stating  endeavours  since  made  by  defendant  to 
complete  the  arrangement.     They  also  shewed  that  the  defendant's  lease 
wii  beneadal.     By  a  rule  cf  February  1st,  18S6  <after  hearing  Tml~ 
fimrd  Seijt.  for  the  plaintiff,  and  WUie  Seijt.  for  the  defendant),  it  was 
ordcrsd,  that  on  payment,  within  one  week,  of  the  d^  secured  by  the 
togDovit,  and  costs  (as  specified  in  the  rule)^  possession  should  be  restored 
to  the  defendant ;  and  that  the  judgment  should  stand  aa  a  security  for 
the  due  performance  of  the  repairs  .pursuant  to  the  stipulations  in  the 
cognovit. 

Pattesok 
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against 

ASBY. 


Patteson  J.  It  is  quite  clear  that  we  liave  no  au- 
thority to  make  this  rule  absolute.  From  my  note  of 
the  motion,  I  think  that  we  granted  the  rule  nisi  under 
a  mistaken  impression  of  the  facts.  Supposing  that  we 
could  interfere,  it  appears  that  there  were  repairs  still 
undone  when  the  action  was  brought. 


Coleridge  J.  The  strongest  way  in  which  this 
case  could  be  put  for  the  tenant  would  be,  to  shew  that 
the  affidavits  disclose  something  which  might  have  been 
an  answer  to  the  action.  But  they  do  not ;  and  if  they 
did,  we  could  not  try  the  question  on  affidavits. 

Rule  discharged. 


Tuesday, 
^/Tri/SOth. 

Debt  for  pe- 
nalties, under 
staU  22  G.  2. 
c.  46.  s.  14., 
for  acting  as 
attorney  at  the 
sessions  ot  the 
place  where 
defendant 
**  executed  the 
office*'  of  de- 
puty clerk  of 
the  peace. 
Plea,  Not 
guilty.    Held, 
that  plaintiff 

upon  xuh  issue,  presumed  to  act  as  attorney  for  one  J.  2).,  by  then,  at 

to  prove  the 

actual  exercise  of  the  office  by  defendant;  snd  that  a  finding  by  the  jury,  that  defendant 

"  had  never  acted**  as  such  deputy,  negatived  the  charge  in  the  declaration. 

The  town  clerk,  to  whose  office  that  of  clerk  of  the  peace  had  usually  been  incident, 
appointed  defendant  Jiis  deputy  in  the  office  of  town  clerk.  Held  that,  fur  the  purpose 
of  this  action,  defendant  was  not  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace ;  and  semble,  that  even  if  (he 
appointment  made  him  such  deputy,  he  was  not  liable  to  the  penalties,  if  he  abstained  from 
acting,  and  the  duties  of  clerk  of  the  peace  were  always  performed  by  the  principal  in 
person. 

the 


Faulkn£R  against  Chevell. 

"F^EBT  for  penalties  under  stat.  22  G.  2.  c.  46.  s.  14. 

The  declaration  stated  that  one  Hams  was  clerk 
of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Cambridge^  and  defend- 
ant his  deputy  as  such  clerk  of  the  peace.  That  de- 
fendant, being  such  deputy,  within  the  space  of  twelve 
months  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  at  the 
general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  hoiden  in  and  for 
the  said  town  in  June  1834,  being  the  town  where  de- 
fendant executed  his  office  of  such  deputy,  acted  and 


CHk.VSLL» 
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the  said  sessions,  as  the  attorney  of  and  for  the  said        18S9. 
J.  />.,  conducting  the  prosecution  of  a  certain  indictment 

Faulkner 

against  one  JFl  H.^  at  and  upon  the  trial  of  a  certain  issue  agwui 
joined  on  the  said  indictment,  and  which  issue  was  then 
tried  at  the  said  sessions,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  &C.,  whereby  defendant  forfeited  the  sum  of 
50/.  &c.  There  were  six  other  counts  for  six  other 
penalties.     Plea,  Not  Guilty  (a). 

At  the  trial  before  Park  J.,  at  the  Cambridge  Lent 

assizes   1837,  it  was   contended,  on   the  part  of  the 

plaintiff,  tliat  the  plea  admitted  Harris  to  be  clerk  of 

the  peace,   and  defendant  his  deputy.     The  learned 

Judge  ruled  otherwise.     The  plaintiff  then  proved  the 

appointment  of  Harris^  in  18 33,  to  the  office  of  town 

clerk  of  the  borough  of  Cambridge^  to  be  exercised  by 

himself  or  deputy  so  long  as  he  should  demean  himself 

properly  in  the  said  office,  and  in  the  execution  of  the 

**  duties  incident  thereto ; "  together  with  all  fees,  profits 

&c.,  "  in  as  ample  and  beneficial  a  manner  as  any  other 

person  or  persons,  theretofore  holding  and  using  the  said 

office,  held  and  enjoyed  the  same."     The  deputation  by 

Harris  to  defendant  recited  his  own  election  as  town 

clerk,  and  appointed  defendant  to  be  his  deputy  **  in 

the  office  of  town  clerk  of  the  said  borough,  to  have, 

hold,  use,  exercise  and  enjoy  the  office  of  deputy  town 

clerk  of  the  said  borough/'  for  the  same  time  and  on 

the  same  tenure  as  Harris  himself.     Evidence  was  then 

adduced  to  sliew  that  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace 

was  incident  and  united  to  that  of  town  clerk ;  that  the 

town  clerks  had,  for  many  years,  usually  performed  all 

tlie  duties  of  clerk  of  the  peace  without  any  separate 

appointment,  and  that  the  deputy  town  clerk  was,  as 

such,  also  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace.     It  appeared  that 

(a)  See  Faulkner  ▼.  CheveO^  5  A,  ^  E.  813. 

the 
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the  justices  at  the  sessions  acted  as  such  under  com- 
missions oF  the  peace  for  the  town,  and  were  not  charter 
justices. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  proved  that  he 
confined  himself  to  the  duties  of  town  clerk,  and  Harris 
always  officiated  in  person  at  the  sessions  as  clerk  of  the 
peace.  An  appointment  of  Harris  as  clerk  of  the  peace,  in 
1880,  by  the  Duke  of  Butland^  who  claimed  to  be  custos 
rotulorum  for  the  town,  was  also  produced;  but  the 
legality  of  the  appointment  by  the  duke,  and  the 
duke's  title  to  be  custos  rotulorum,  were  denied  by  the 
plaintififl  It  was  admitted  that,  defendant  had  acted  as 
attorney  upon  the  occasions  referred  to  in  tlie  de- 
claration. 

The  jury,  being  asked  by  the  learned  Judge,  '*  whether 
the  defendant  had  ever  acted  as  deputy  clerk  of  the 
peace,**  found  that  he  had  not;  whereupon  plaintiff 
was  nonsuited,  with  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
him  for  sneh  penalties  as  the  Court  should  think  proper. 

In  the  following  Easter  term,  Kelly  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  according  to  the  leave  reserved,  and  now 

Bi^s  Andrews  and  Byles^  shewed  cause.  The  point 
respecting  the  effect  of  the  plea  of  not  guilty  is  decided 
by  Earl  Spencer  v.  Smannell  (a).  [KeUy^  contra,  gave 
up  this  point]  There  was  no  proof  either  that  de- 
fendant was  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace,  or  that  he 
excepted  the  office  of  such  deputy.  Both  should 
have  been  proved  in  order  to  fix  him  with  the  penal- 
ties of  tlie  act  (6),  whereas  the  latter  allegation,  which 

is 

(a)  S  J/.  A*  W,  154.     See  alsp  Jones  ▼.  WiUiamst  4  Af.  4-  IF.  S75. 

(6)  Stat.  SS  G.  2.  c.  46.  «.  14.  is  as  follows :  •<  And»  to  the  end  that 
justice  may  be  impartially  administered  in  the  seTeral  general  or  quarter 
sessions  of  this  kingdom,  be  it  further  enacted  bj  the  authority  afore- 
said, 


Chitbli:. 
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is  necessarily  inserted  in  the  declaration,  was  expressly       18S9. 
negatived  by  the  jury.     The  clerk  of  the  peace  is  the 
officer  of  the  jostices,  and  removable  by  them ;  1  ^.  4*  M*      jgMfui 
seas.  1.  c.  21.  s.6.    The  town  clerk  is  an  officer  of  the 
corporation.    The  two  offices  are  therefore  dbtinct, 
though  they  may  happen  to  be  united  in  one  person, 
who  may  appoint  a  deputy  for  either  office.     Here,  the 
appointment  of  deputy  was  in  terms  confined  to  the 
oflSce  of  town  clerk,  which  may  be  exercised  concur- 
rently with  the  business  of  an  attorney.    The  mischief 
of  the  act  is  avoided ;  for,  as  the  defendant  never  acts 
as  clerk  of  the  peace,  it  can  never  devolve  on  him  to  tax 
his  own  bills  for  business  done  as  attorney. 

Kdfy  and  Chmning^  contriL     The  weight  of  evidence 

^as  in  &vour  of  the  conclusion  that  the  two  offices  had 

been  invariably  held  by  one  person,  and  that  the  appoint- 

'i^Qt  of  a  town  clerk  made  him,  ipso  facto^  clerk  of  the 

P^^ce.  The  clerk  ofthe  peace  is  not  of  necessity  appointed 

y  the  cnstos  rotnlorum,  for  stat.  S7  Hen.  8.  c.  1.  s.  5.  re- 

I6f^es  the  right  of  corporations  and  others  to  appoint  to 

tb^^  office,  where  they  lawfully  enjoyed  it  at  the  passing  of 

the  act.   As  the  town  clerk  was,  virtute  officii,  clerk  ofthe 

P^^<^9  a  deputation  ofthe  former  office  necessarily  made 

7^    ^*)ist  DO  clerk  of  the  peace,  or  his  deputy,  nor  any  under  tberiff  or 
•*"'  *utj,  ihall,  from  ud  mfter  the  said  29th  day  of  September,  act  as 


tZ( 


tor,  atloniey,  or  agent,  or  sue  out  any  process,  at  any  general  or 

■eisions  of  the  peace  to  be  held  for  such  county,  riding,  dirision, 

^^*  V>im  corporate,  or  other  place  within  this  kingdom,  where  he  Aaii 

the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace,  or  deputy  clerk  cf  the  peaces  under 

»  or  deputy,  on  any  pretence  whatKMver ;  but  if  any  clerk  of  the 

or  hb  deputy,  or  any  undersheriff,  or  his  deputy,  shall  presume  to 

a  solicitor,  attorney,  or  agent  as  aforesaid,  such  clerk  of  the  peace, 

deputy,  undersheriflf)  or  bis  deputy  respectiTely,  shall  be  subject  and 

to  a  like  penalty  of  50fl,  to  be  recovered  in  manner  aforesaid." 

the 
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1 SS9.  the  defendant  a  deputy  in  the  latter  also ;  anci  it  matters 
not  that  the  appointment  was  restrained  to  the  office  of 

againsi  town  clerk,  for  a  deputy  cannot  be  appointed  with  a 
less  power  than  his  principal ;  Parker  v,  Keii  (a).  As 
to  the  finding  of  the  jury»  the  word  **  act "  does 
not  occur  in  the  statute,  but  the  word  *^  execute." 
An  office  is  executed,  in  point  of  law,  by  the  person 
who  has  been  legally  appointed  to  it,  and  the  acting  of 
the  principal  as  clerk  of  the  peace  (which  is  admitted) 
is  in  law  the  acting  of  the  deputy.  It  is  mere  matter  of 
private  arrangement,  which  shall  do  an  act  which  either 
may  officially  execute ;  and  if  the  practising  as  an  at- 
torney may  be  legalised  by  a  mere  voluntary  absti« 
nence  from  performing  the  duties,  of  the  office,  it  is 
evident  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  may  be  eluded  by 
a  juggle.  Hughes  v.  Siaiham  {b)  shews  that  the  statute 
cannot  be  evaded  by  an  arrangement  indirectly  defeating 
its  object.  In  Stanley  v.  Dodd  {c)  It  was  held  that  a 
party  who  was  qualified  to  be  a  guardian  of  the  poor  by 
reason  of  an  estate,  and  wlio  thereby  became  a  guardian, 
ipso  facto,  by  virtue  of  a  local  act,  was  liable  to  a  penalty 
for  supplying  goods  to  the  poor  under  55  G.  3.  c.  137. 
$.  6.,  although  he  was  not  proved  to  have  acted  as 
guardian. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.     This  rule  must  be  discharged 
and    the    nonsuit    stand.      The   declaration   properly 
'  alleges,  that  the  defendant  executed  the  office  of  deputy 

clerk  of  the  peace, 'but  the  evidence  does  not  support  the 
allegation.  There  was  no  sufficient  evidence  that  the 
defendant  was  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  none  at  all 

(a)  1  Lord  Ray,  658.     S.  C.  1  ialk.  95.         (6)  ^  B.  ^  C.  187. 

(c)  1  Z>owL  i  Ry,  397. ;  and  see  Stanlty  w,  Dodd,  2  Doud  ^  Ry.  809. 

that 
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that  he  acted  in  that  capacity.     I  cannot  assent  to  tha         1889. 
doctrihei  that  the  acting  of  Harris  was  the  acting  of  his 

^  ^  Faulkku 

depnty,  especially  as  the  declaration  mentions  both  the        agmtut 

deputy  and  the  principal,  and  must  be  therefore  taken 

to  mean  an  acting  by  the  former  and  not  by  the  latter. 

Hie  defendant  may  have  accepted  the  office  of  deputy 

town  clerk  without  any  intention  on  this  part  of  himself 

or  of  his  principal  that  he  should  perform  the  duties  of 

cleik  of  the  peace.     Where  the  two  offices  happen  to 

be  uDited  in  the  same  person,  there  is  certainly  some 

• 

danger  that  the  provision  of  the  legislature  may  be 
evaded  by  a  private  arrangement  between  the  principal 
and  his  deputy ;  but  we  must  adhere  to  the  words  of 
the  statute,  which  are  clear.  The  decision  in  Stanley  v. 
Loddifl)  is  founded  on  language  very  different  from 
tbt  used  in  22  G.  2.  c.  46.,  and  is  therefore  inapplicable 
here. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  appointment  distinctly  makes 
the  defendant  deputy  town  clerk,  and  not  deputy  clerk 
of  the  peace.  The  defendant  is  not  shewn  to  have 
fined  the  latter  office  at  all. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  defendant 
filled  the  office  of  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace.  The  two 
offices  held  by  Harris  are  not  one  and  the  same  office, 
bat  different  ones  filled  by  the  same  person.  The  de- 
fendant may  lawfully  be  appointed  deputy  as  to  one, 
and  not  as  to  the  other.  Even  if  he  held  the  office,  he 
never  executed  the  duties  of  it  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.    The  stat  55  G.  3.  c.  187.  5.6.  provides  that 

(a)  1  J>owL  ^  By.  Sd7. 

Vol.  X.  G  goods 
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goods  shall  not  be  supplied  by  overseers  or  others  "  in 
whose  hands  "  the  management  &c.  of  the  poor  "  may 
be  placed "  in  any  parish  "  for  which  he  or  they  shall 
be  appointed  as  such»  during  the  time  which  he  or  they 
shall  retain  such  appointment"  This  language  is  very 
different  from  that  of  22  G.  2.  c,  46.  s.  14. 


Coleridge  J.  The  plaintiff  must  prove  an  acting  as 
deputy  clerk  of  the  peace  at  the  sessions  or  place  where 
he  is  alleged  to  have  acted  as  an  attorney.  It  is  a  new 
doctrine  to  maintain  that  an  acting  by  the  principid  is 
an  acting  of  the  deputy.  There  are  many  cases  in 
which  the  act  of  the  deputy  is  the  constructive  apt  of  the 
principal ;  but  the  converse  does  not  hold. 

RuIq  discharged. 


Wedne»da$/t 
May  1st. 


Wilson  against  Ray. 


Plaintiff  being     A  SSUMPSIT  (declaration  of  22d  November,  1896) 

about  to  com-      .ljL  i      ,  i  .      i         j 

pound  with  his  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  account 

fendant,  a  ere.  Stated.    Plea.  Non  assumpsit.    On  the  trial  before  Liord 

tosuiMcril^Bthe  ^^^^^^^  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after  Easter 

t'^paid'hi*'*  term,  1887,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  on  jMby  6th, 

^"^^ta^^ti^^'  1833,  compounded  by  deed  with  his  creditors,  one  of 

signature,  gave  whom  was  the  present  defendant    The  defendant,  when 

A  bill,  payable 

to  defendant's     requested  to  subscribe  the  deed,  had  refused  to  do  so 

agent,  for  the 

difference  be-     unless  he  had  205.  in  the  pound ;  and  the  plalntifi,  to 

tween  20t,  in 

the  pound  and  8«.,  the  proportion  compounded  for.  I>efendant  then  signed  the  deed. 
Plaintiff  did  not  honour  the  bill  when  due ;  but,  on  subsequent  application,  be  paid  it, 
some  months  after  the  dishonour,  by  two  instalments,  to  the  payee,  and  defendant  received 
the  money.     The  other  creditors  were  paid  according  to  the  deed. 

Held,  that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  back  the  amount  paid  to  defendant  above  8a.  in 
the  pound ;  for  that  the  transaction  had  been  closed  by  a  voluntary  payment  with  fuU 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  ought  not  to  be  re-opened.  And  that  it  made  no  difference 
that  the  sum  in  question  had  not  been  recovered  by  action. 

obtain 
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Wiwoir 

agmmtt  ^ 

Ray. 


(obtain  his  signature,  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn        1889. 

for  this  purpose  by  William  Preston,  the  defendant's 

derki  dated  April  $d,  ISSS,  for  the  payment,  at  nine 

months,  of  29/.  16^.,  the  difference  between  8^.  and  20f. 

in  the  pound  on  the  defendant's  debt     The  bill  was 

not  honoured  when  due,  but,  on  subsequent  applioadon, 

the  plaintiff  paid  the  amount  by  two  instalments,  in 

February  and  May  1884,  to  Prestm,  who  placed  the 

amount  to  the  plaintiff's  credit  with  the  defendant   The 

8«.  in  the  pound  was  also  paid,  {a)     The  plaintiff  went 

on  dealing  with  the  defendant,  and  receiving  goods  from 

him,  till  the  expiration  of  some  months  after  the  last 

instalment  was  paid.     The  defendant's  counsel  objected 

that,  the  payment  having  been  voluntary,  this  action  did 

not  lie.     The  Lord  Chief  Justice  thought  otherwise, 

bat  reserved  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  and  the 

plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  291.  IBs. 

Kelly,  in  Trinity  term  1887,  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  a  nonsuit  should  not  be  entered.  This  action 
is  grounded  on  a  misconception  of  Cockshoit  v.  Ben» 
n€tt{b)  and  other  cases.  It  is  true  that  if,  in  the 
present  case,  iioy  had  been  holder  of  the  bill  and 
attempted  to  enforce  payment  of  it  by  action,  the  ciroum* 
stances  under  which  it  was  extorted  would  have  been 
a  good  defence;  or  if  Bay  bad.  negotiated  the  bill  to  a 
book  fide  holder,  who  had  sntd  Wilsofi  upon  it,  Wilson 
would  have  been  without  defence  in  such  an  action,  but 
might  have  had  hb  action  over  against  Bay  for  the 
amount  recovered  against  himself :    Smith  v.  Cuffip)* 

(«)  It  Was  skated  in  the  course  of  discussioiiy  when  the  after*znentioned 
rule  was  moved  for,  that  aU  the  creditors  were  paid  8#.  in  the  pound. 
W  «  r.  R.  769.  (c)  ^M.^  S.  1«). 

G  2  But 
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1859.        But  here  the  bill  had  not  been  negotiated,  and  all  the 
&cts  shew  that  the  payment  was  voluntary.    [Lord 
Denman  C  J.  The  payee  might  at  any  time  have  placed 
the  bill  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder.]     It  was 
still  in  his  own  hands  when  paid.    [Lord  Denman  C-  J. 
The  fact  was,  that  the  plaintiff  paid  it  rather  than  lose 
the  credit  which  he  had  with  Ray.']     The  payment 
was  made  voluntarily  and  with  knowledge  of  the  facts ; 
this  case,  therefore,  falls  within  the  principle  laid  down 
upon  the  subject  in  Brisbane  v.  Dacres  (a).     [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.     Nothing  unlawful  was  done  there ;  the 
parties  only  mistook  their  rights.]    In  Took  v.  Tuck  (6), 
where  the  defendant  had  compounded  with  his  creditors 
(but  it  did  not  appear  to  what  extent  the  composition 
had  been  carried  into  effect) ;  and  some  time  ader  that 
arrangement  the  defendant  gave  a  bond  for  the  whole 
amount  of  his  debt  to  one  of  the  creditors,  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  held  that^such  bond  might  be  enforced, 
though  it  would  have  been  otherwise  if  a  bond  or  agree- 
ment to  the  same  effect  had  been  entered  into  before  or 
at  the  time  of  the  composition.    Here  the  bill  was  given 
in  pursuance  of  an  original  unlawful  contract ;  the  un- 
lawfulness consisted  in  the  undue  pressure  upon  the 
debtor  at  the  time  of  making  the  agreement;  but  the 
bill  was  paid  under  no  unlawful  pressure.    Ray  had  not 
then  the  poweri  as  a  creditor,  of  enforcing  any  right 
against  Wilson^  or  withholding  any  benefit  from  him  ; 
there  was  nothing  to  deter  Wilson  from  availing  himself 
of  any  protection  the  law  might  give  him  against  Ray  ; 
therefore  he  made  the  payment  voluntarily.     He  went 
on  dealing  with  Ray  for  some  time  afterwards,  and  more 

(a)  5  Taunt,  143. 

(6)  4  Bing,  S24.     See  Tuck  ▼.  Tooke  (S.  C,  in  Error)^  9  B,  ^  C.  437. 

than 
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than  two  years  passed  before  this  action  was  commenced.        1839. 
[Patteson  J.  mentioned  Turner  v.  Hoole  I  a)  J]     Lord       

WlUOK 

Kenyan  held,  in  Ftdham  v.  Doom  (b)  <*  that  where  a  vo-       ^t^vmu 


lantary  payment  was  made  of  an  illegal  demand,  the 
party  knowing  the  demand  to  be  illegal,  without  an 
immediate  and  urgent  necessity,  (or  as  expressed  by 
Mr.  Bearcrqftj  unless  to  redeem,  or  preserve  your  per- 
son or  goods,)  it  is  not  the  subject  of  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received.  The  law,  if  so  held,  would 
subject  all  accounts  and  settlements  between  parties  to 
rerision.''  [Paiteson  J.  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
payment  in  that  case  would  have  been  in  fraud  of  any 
tbird  party.]  Here  every  creditor  had  been  paid  the 
amount  of  his  composition. 

A  rule  nisi  was  granted.     In  this  term  (April  SOth)« 

PUUt  and'jR.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause.  In  the  cases 
where  it  has  been  held  that  money  voluntarily  paid 
should  be  retained  by  the  party  receiving  it,  there  was 
no  fraud  in  the  first  instance.  Here  the  bill  was  given 
to  Sy  in  fraud  of  the  other  creditors ;  no  right  could 
he  acquired  by  such  fraud ,  and  the  291.  16s.  never 
ceased  to  be  the  money  of  Wilson.  The  payment  here 
was  not  in  any  sense  voluntary ;  there  appears  to  have 
liecn  an  urgency,  the  plaintifF paying  an  instalment  before 
he  had  means  to  pay  the  whole.  The  Duke  de  Cadaval 
^*  Collins  (c)  is,  in  principle,  not  distinguishable  from 
this  case.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  would  be  more  lilce 
if  Sity  had  obtained  the  money  when  he  executed  the 

(a)  J)owling  jr  ByUmtTt  Nid  Pritu  Casei,  (usually  annexiecl,  m  ft  lup- 
(^)   €  SijK  N.  P.  C.  S6.  note.  (c)  4  A.  4;  £,  858.1 
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18S9.       deed«      The  question  here  isi  why  Wilson  could  not 
as  well  have  resisted   the  demand  upon  the  bill|  as 
bring  this  action.]    In  The  Duke  de  Cadaoal  v.  Coi*- 
tins  (a)  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  after  stating  the  real 
question  to  be^  whether  the  money  is  still  the  plaintiff's, 
adds,  "  How  is  it  shewn  not  to  be  so  ?    Why,  by  strir- 
ing  to  give  efiect  to  a  fraud."     **  This  case  differs  from 
all  which  have  been  cited  as  being  otherwise  decided : 
in  none  of  those  was  the  bon&  fides  negatived/'     The 
same  argument  decides  the  pi^sent  case«     That  the 
original  transaction  here  was  invalid,  results  from  all  the 
cases,  beginning  with  Cockshoit  v.  Bennett  (&)•    In  Smith 
v.  0^{c)  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  bill,  in  the  hands  of 
a  bond  fide  holder,  against  whom  he  could  have  no 
xlefence;  and  here,  Wilson  would  have  been  similarly 
situated  in  an  action  brought  by  Preston^  unless  he  could 
have  identified  Preston  with  Ray.     Turner  v.  Hoole  (d) 
decides  the  present  case^    There  the  defendant,  having, 
with  other  creditors  of  the  plaintiff,  executed  a  compo* 
sition  deed,  afterwards  induced  the  plaintiff  to  accept 
bills  to  the  fiiU  amount  of  his  demand,  which,  though 
dated  before,  were  drawn  after  the  execution  of  the 
deed*    The  plaintiff  paid  the  bills,  after  legal  proceed-*- 
ings  had  been  taken  against  him,  and  then  brought  an 
action  of  money  had  and   received  for  the  difierence 
between  what  he  had   so  paid  and   the  composition 
secured  by  the  deed;  and  Abbott  C.  J.  held,  at  nisi 
prius,  that  the  defendant  was  liable  to  refund  that  sur- 
plus, the  transaction  being  a  fraud,  either  upon   the 
insolvent  or  upon  the  other  creditors.    [Lord  Denman 

(o)  4A.^E,  858.  (b)  2  T*  M.  763. 

(c)  6M.^S,  160.  (d)  2>.  4;  R.  N.  P.  G.  27. 

C.J, 


Ray. 
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C.  J.  I  do  not  see  how  it  was  a  fraud,  being  subsequent  1SS9. 
to  the  composition.]  Turner  v.  Hook  (a)  was  relied 
upon  as  law  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Alsager  agamtt 
T.  Spalding  (&)*  In  Coleman  v.  Waller  {c)  the  principle 
of  Cocksholt  V.  Bennett  (d)  was  extended  to  the  case 
where  a  creditor,  as  the  consideration  for  his  entering 
mto  a  composition  deed,  obtained,  not  from  the  debtor 
bat  from  a  third  person,  security  for  his  whole  debt. 
Hitts  V*  Sireet  (e)  is  among  the  instances  which  shew 
what  may  be  considered  compulsory  payments,  though 
not  enforced  by  actual  process  of  law.  The  Courts 
have  always  been  anxious,  in  the  case  of  composition 
deedsi  to  preserve  complete  bona  fides  among  the  cre- 
ditors. 

Kdfyf  contra.  If  thera  had  appeared  in  this  case 
either  fraud,  extortion,  duress,  or  any  .kind  of  com- 
pulsion, the  defendant  could  not  retain  the  sum  now 
churned.  And  it  may  be  admitted  that  if  he  had  sued 
upon  the  bill  he  could  not  have  recovered,  the  giving  of 
it  being  an  undue  preference.  The  single  authority  of 
Tiaiier  v.  Ho(de  (a)  is  against  the  plainti£f ;  but  that,  if 
rightly  reported,  appears  to  be  bad  law ;  and  is  contrary 
to  all  the  other  decisions.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  feel 
DO  difficulty  except  from  that  case.  Perhaps  we  had 
better  take  time  to  look  into  it.  The  antedating  there 
aeems  to  connect  the  transaction  with  some  fraud.] 
The  plaintiff  there  should  have  resisted  the  proceedings 
commenced  against  him.  But  perhaps  it  may  have 
been  thought  that,  as  the  proceedings  were  upon  bills 

(a)  D,  ft-  R.  N.  P.  C  27.  (*)  4  Kev>  Ca.  407. 

(c)  SY.^J.  813.  id)  2  T.  R.  768. 

W  5  Ring.  37. 
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1839.        of  exchange  on  which  something  (namely,  the  amount 

■        of  the  composition), was  confessedly  due,  the  insolvent 

against        was  not  Called  upon  to  defend,  and  might  resort  to  his 

cross  action.    IPattesan  J.    He  might  have  resbted  pro 

tanto.3 

The  case  stood  over,  and  to-day, 

Lord  Denhav  C.  J.  (after  reading  aloud  the  case 
of  Turner  v.  Hoole  (a),  and  consulting  the  other  Judges) 
said : 

This  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  The  case  which 
we  wished  to  have  more  fully  before  us  is  undoubtedly 
a  case  in  point  against  the  present  defendant,  but  the 
defence  here  relied  upon  was  not  presented  to  Lord 
Tenterden.  He  considered  that  case,  as  I  on  the  trial 
considered  the  present  case,  to  be  decided  by  the  prin- 
ciple clearly  laid  down  in  CockzhM  v.  Bennett  (&),  often 
recognized  and  never  impeached;  but  he  was  not  re- 
minded of  another  principle  of  at  least  equal  import- 
ance which  was  established  in  Marriott  v.  Hampton  (c), 
that  what  a  party  recovers  from  another*  by  legal  pro- 
cess, without  fraud,  the  loser  shall  never  recover  back 
by  virtue  of  any  facts  which  could  have  availed  him  in 
the  former  proceeding.  Money  so  recovered  was  not 
received  to  the  plaintiff's  use:  it  was  received  to  the  use 
of  the  successful  party  by  authority  of  law.  If  any 
error  was  committed  in  the  former  proceeding,  still  the 
plaintiff  is  estopped  from  proving  it  after  failing  ta  do 
so  at  that  time.  If  this  were  otherwise,  the  rights  of 
parties  could  never  be  finally  settled  by  the  most  solemn 
proceeding ;  and  verdicts  and  judgments  might  be  ren- 

(a)  DowL  4  :R.  N.  p.  C  27.  (b)  2  T.  H,  763. 

(c)  7  r.  JB.  269. 

dered 
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dered  nugatory  by  evidence  which,  if  produced  at  the        1839. 
proper  season,  might  have  received  a  complete  answer.        "T 
The  Duke  de  CadaeoaPs  case  (a)  was  not  intended  to  be,        agamu 

Ray. 

nor  is  it,  inconsistent  with  this  doctrine.  It  turned  on 
fraud  and  extortion  practised  by  an  abuse  of  ex  parte 
legal  process  by  one  who  knew  that  he  had  no  right  to 
the  money  he  obtained.  That  m6ney  still  remained 
the  property  of  the  Duke,  though  unjustly  taken  out  of 
his  possession.  But  where  the  recovery  is  by  legal 
process,  the  loser  never  can  contend  that  the  property 
is  bis. 

I  am  reminded  by  my  brother  Paitesorij  that  in  the 
present  case  no  action  was  brought  on  the  bills  in  ques- 
tk)D  but  they  were  voluntarily  paid  after  they  became 
doe.    I  think  the  same  principle  applies.    This  plaintiff 
toi^i  have  then  refused  payment,  and  if  the  defendant's 
ifgenty  the  drawer,  bad  brought  his  action  on  the  ac- 
ceptance, he  had  the  opportunity  of  defending  himself 
by  the  illegal  nature  of  the  consideration.     He  waived    • 
the  advantage,  and  voluntarily  paid  the  bills  with  full 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts.    I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is 
not  now  open  to  him  to  deny  that  he  was  liable  on 
tbenu 

•  LiTTXEDALE  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion, 
*^  I  tbink  the  circumstance  just  adverted  to  makes  no 
^rence. 

I^ATTTEsoN  and  CoLEEiOGE  Js.  coucurrcd. 

Rule  absolute- 
Co)  The  JhJre  de  Cadaval  t.  CoUhUf  4  A.  i  E»  858. 
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18S9. 

]^^'^^'  Gregg  against  Wells. 

^rwho""^    'pROVER  for  goods^  being  the  fittings  and  flirniture 

stands  by  and  of  a  pubUo  houSe*     Plete,  1.  Not  guilty.     3.  Plain- 

voluntarily  '^  ^       ^ 

allows  another   tiff  Hot  possessed  of  the  goods  as  of  bis  own  property. 

to  treat  them  

as  his  own,  Ott  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C*  J.|  at  the  Wes^ 

penmib^in-  iMMtf^  Sittings  after  TUnifif  term,  18S7)  it  appeared 
STem'^b^nAfide,  ^hut,  in  1885,  plaintiff  bought  the  good  will,  fittings, 
Sr^fr^^th"  *^*  ^^^^^  public  house,  and  put  in  Heathy  a  relation, 
vendee.  ^g  tenant,  in  whose  name  the  business  was  carried  on, 

G„  the  ^  ' 

owner  of  the      and  the  requisite  licences  were  transferred.    The  pre- 

fittings  of  a 

pubiic-house,  misel  belonged  to  Messrs.  EUioU  and  Co.,  brewers,  who 
to  v.,  who  accepted  Heath  as  tenant  fVom  year  to  year  at  the  rent 
alme"te^n^f  ofseveuty  guineas.  As  the  business  proved  unprofit* 
S?rd''^rty?  *  ^^^^  ^^*  8«^^^  ^*  "P »  ^^  plaintiff,  in  January  1836, 
under  an  agree-  entered  Ittto  the  following  agreement  with  one  Durham. 
gave  his  Und-    »  Memorandum  of  agreement,  made  this  2d  day  of  Ja^ 

lord  a  lien  on  ^ 

the  fltUngs.       fHtaty  1836,  between  William  Henry  Oreggf  of  the  one 

G.  was  present 

at  the  execu-  part,  and  Alexander  Durham^  of  the  other  part     The 

a^Konent.  D.  sald  W.  H.  Gregg  hereby  agrees  to  let,  and  the  said 

th^y^^iU^**  -4.  Durham  hereby  agrees   to  tak^  the  public  house 

wiUiJit  G/s  called"  &C.,  "  with  the  fittings  up  of  the  same,  and  the 

knowledge  or  general  fixtures  and  things  now  in  and  upon  the  satne^ 

who,  being  told  to  hold  to  the  Said  A.  Durham  from  Christnuis  last  for  one 

by  the  land- 
lord that  D.       year,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  90/.,  payable  quarterly  on  the 

was  his  tenant,  ii.^^»xt  « 

bought  them  usual  uays ;  and  the  said  A,  Durham  agrees  to  pay  the 
norance^orG/s  Said  rent,  and  all  taxes  and  outgoings,  including  sewer 
accept«l  ^*the  ^^^^  ^^^  1^^  ^^'  ^"^  ^  l^^^P  ^U  ^^^  premises  in  good 
tenanTfn'the      *"^  substantial  repair,  to  use  the  said  premises  as  a 

place  of  D. 

Held  that  G. 
could  not  maintain  trover  for  the  fittings  agaiut  W,     And  that  the  defence  was  admis- 
sible wx  the  plea  oi  not  poi$e$9ed, 

public 
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public  house,  and  for  no  other  purpose  $  imd  will  do  1889. 
every  thing  to  preserve  the  same  as  a  public  house^  and  — — » 
duly  licensed  as  the  same  now  is ;  to  take  due  care  of        ogauitt 

WstiLik 

and  presenre  all  the  fixtures  and  fittings  up  now  in  the 
said  premises,  and,  at  the  expiration  of  one  year,  sur- 
render the  same  in  good  preservation  together  with  the 
liid  premises,  unto  the  said  W^  H.  Gre^;  provided  always 
the  said  A.  Diarkam  shall  be  at  liberty  to  purchase  all 
the  interest  and  right  of  the  said  W*  H.  Gregg  in  and 
to  the  said  premises,  fittings  up,  and  fixtures,  and  the 
licence  thereof,  at  any  time    during  the  said  twelve 
months  for  which  the  same  are  agreed  to  be  let,  for  the 
sum  of  1280A ;  .and  upon  payment  of  the  said  sum  of 
SSOL  this  agreement  shall  be  at  end,  except  that  the 
liid  A.  Durham  shall  be  liable  to  pay  a  proportion  of 
rent  up  to  the  time  of  the  payment  of  the  said  pur- 
chsse^money.    In  witoess,*'  Sec 

Hibtiff  handed  to  Durham  an  inventory  of  the  furni- 
tore,  including  the  goods  in  question,  being  the  original 
inventory  which  he  had  himself  received  when  he 
bought  the  same  in  1885.  Plaintiff  and  Durham  then 
went  to  Messrs.  £0fo^^,  who,  upon  being  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  the  balance  b(HeaiVs  account,  agreed  to  accept 
Dittham  as  their  tenant  from  year  to  year  at  the  same 
rent  of  seventy  guineas.  The  written  agreement  entered 
ttto  on  this  occasion  between  Messrs.  Ellioii  and  Dur^ 
^  provided  *<  that  Durham  should  quit  upon  notice 
•t  the  end  of  any  three  months,  and  should  then  deliver 
^P  his  licences  to  such  persons  as  Messrs.  Elliott  should 
appoint,  and  that  whenever  Durham  should  quit,  all 
vfean  of  rent,  taxes,  or  other  monies  due  to  Messrs. 
^0^  should  be  deducted  hy  the  brokers  from  the  valu- 
otims,  of  the  goods  and  effttts  of  Durham^  and  paid  to 

Messrs. 


Wklu. 
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1 839.        Messrs.  Elliott^    Greggf  the  plaintiff,  was  present  at  the 

signing  of  this  agreementi  on  which  occasion  a  change 

agamst  in  the  time  of  its  commencement  was  made ;  but  he  was 
not  known  to,  or  recognised  by,  Messrs.  Elliott^  except 
as  a  friend  of  Heathy  on  whose  behalf  they  supposed 
that  he  acted ;  nor  were  they  acquainted  with  the  agree- 
ment between  plaintiff  and  Durham.  Durham  took  pos- 
session, insured  the  premises,  and  carried  on  business 
in  his  own  name;  he  paid  the  ground  rent  to  Messrs. 
Elliott^  and  obtained  receipts  in  his  own  name,  made 
considerable  alterations  in  the  fittings,  and  in  every 
respect  appeared  to  be,  and  acted  as,  owner  and  tenant 
of  the  property  until  October  1836,  when  he  advertised 
the  good-will  and  furniture  for  sale,  and  eventually  [Oc- 
tober 1836)  sold  the  same  to  the  defendant.  Defendant 
had  been  previously  referred  by  Durham  to  Messrs. 
Elliott^  who  informed  him  that  Durham  was  their  te- 
nant Defendant  was  then  admitted  tenant  by  Messrs. 
EUiott  in  the  place  of  Durham.  At  the  expiration  of 
the  year  of  Durham*s  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  the 
latter  demanded  the  furniture,  fittings,  &c.  of  the  de- 
fendant,, to  whom  he  had  previously  (but  not  until  after 
the  purchase  by  defendant,  and  substitution  of  him  as 
tenant  to  Messrs.  EUiott)  notified  that  they  belonged 
to  him.  Defendant  refused  to  deliver  them.  There  was 
no  proof  that  plaintiff  knew  of,  or  sanctioned,  the  sale 
by  Durham  to  defendant,  or  that  defendant  was  not  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  from  Durham  in  ignorance  of  any 
claim  or  title  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  told  the  jury  that,  if  they 
were  satisfied  the  plaintiffs  had  so  allowed  Durham  to 
deal  with  the  property  as  to  hold  him  out  to  the  world 
as  the  owner  of  it,  and  the  defendant  had  been  thereby 

induced 
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indaced  to  purchase  it  bon&  fide,  in  the  belief  that  it  was  1839. 

■Dwriaw's,  then  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  verdict.  "I 

fne  jury  found  for  the  defendant  against 


\xi  Michaelmas  term  following  Plait  obtained  a  rule 
^i  for  a  new  trials  on  the  ground  of  misdirection  and 
insufficiency  of  evidence.  ^ 

Sir  T.  Pollock  and   Chambers    now  shewed    cause. 

There  was  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was  privy  to  the 

<^teQts  of  the  agreement  between  Messrs.  EUiott  and 

^^ham^  and  permitted  Durham  to  assume  the  cha- 

^^cter  of  tenant  to  them,  and  owner  of  the  fixtures 

'>Qd  ftimiture.    When  he  saw  the  landlords  calculating 

^^  the  value  of  the  effects  on  the  premises  as  a  security 

tor  arrears  due  to  themselves,  it  was  his  duty  to  inform 

"*«oa    that  the  effects  did  not  belong  to  their  tenant 

^    Concealing  from  them  the  state  of  things  between 

^"^    and  Durham^  he  enabled  the  latter  to  obtain  a 

^I'^dit  with  them,  and  with  others  who  might  deal  with 

**^*  ^hich  he  would  not  otherwise  have  had.    Pickard 

*^e!Qrs  (a)  is  in  point,  and  establishes  the  general  prin- 

*^^^    that  one  who,  by  his  language  or  conduct,  wil- 

^    causes  another  to  believe  the  existence  of  a  certain 

^^Xie  of  things,  and  induces  him  to  act  on  that  belief  so 

^  to  alter  his  own  position,  cannot  afterwards  aver 

a  different  state  of  things  against  the  party  whom  he  has 

misled.    Hunsden  v.  Cheyney  (6)  and  Hill  v.  Gray  (c)  are 

to  the  same  effect     There  is  no  distinction  in  principle, 

altbough  the  party  who  enables  another  to  assume  the 

credit  of  ownership  may  not  be  actually  present  when 

the  act  is  done  by  which  the  third  party  is  deceived;  nor 

C«)  SA.^E.  469.  (6)  2  Vern,  150. 

Cc)  1  &ark.  N.  P.  C.  434. 

is 
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is  it  material  here  that  the  title  to  the  property  may  have 
been  really  vested  in  Gregg  at  the  time  of  the  sale  by 
Durham^  and  that  the  latter  may  have  deceived  Gregg; 
for  where  one  of  two  persons  is  to  lose  by  the  fraud  of  a 
third,  it  is  fit  that  he  [should  be  the  loser  who  has  put 
the  fraudulent  party  in  a  condition  to  practise  the  im- 
position. On  this  ground  it  has  even  been  held  that  if 
the  bailee  of  goods  deliver  them  to  a  stranger,  the  bailor 
cannot  bring  trover  agamat  the  stranger;  Bro.  Ab.  JVesp. 
pi.  216.,  cited  7  Bae.  Ab.  SOS.  TWmr,  C.  (a),  although 
this  case  cannot,  perhaps,  be  supported  in  its  full 
extent.  Hem  v.  NicMt  (£),  and  Hariop  v.  Hoare  {c) 
recognise  the  same  principle.  [PaHeton  J.  There  are 
cases  in  which  a  defendant  has  been  allowed  to  set  off  a 
debt  due  from  a  party  in  the  apparent  possession  or 
ownership  of  goods  against  a  demand  by  the  real 
owner  ((2).]  The  facts  here  would  enable  the  defendant 
to  maintain  an  action  on  the  case  for  deceit  against 
the  plaintiff,  if  he  were  now  obliged  to  give  up  the  pro* 
perty  to  him :  Com.  Dig.  Action  upon  the  Case  for  a 
Deceit^  (A  8.)  (A  10.) ;  Pilmoi^e  v.  Hood  {e) :  so  that  it 
would  tend  to  circuity  of  action,  if  the  plaintiff  were  now 
permitted  to  recover. 


Piatt  and  KnowleSt  contrsL  It  is  not  denied  that  the 
goods  really  belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  He  ought  there- 
fore to  recover  for  them,  unless  actual  misconduct  on  his 
part  can  be  proved.  It  does  not  follow  that  Gregg  knew 
the  contents  of  the  whole  agreement  between  Messrs. 
Elliott  and  Durham^  merely  because  he  appears  to  have 

(a)  7th  «d.  The  citation  in  Saam  is  incorrect :  In  Bro.  wM.  it  is 
only  said  that  trespass  wiU  not  lie. 

(6)  1  SaBt,  289.  (c)  1  WUson,  8. 

(d)  See  Corr.  y.  Einchliff;  4  J9.  j-  C.  547.  {e)  5  New  Qu  97. 

been 
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been  privy  to  an  alteration  ia  pna  of  it9  t^rms.    Even  if       1899. 
he  knew  the  contents  of  it,  a  case  of  fraud  is  not  esta*        '    "  ' 

Gesqo 

blisbed ;  for  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  J)urham  had       S!^^ 

no  other  *' goods  and  effects "  from  which  a  deduction 

might  be  made ;  andj  supposing  that  Ghreg^u  goods 

were  intended,  yet  aa  the  agreement  between  him  and 

Ikarkam  provided  that  these  should  become  the  pro* 

perty  of  Durham  on  payment  of  380/.  during  the  year* 

there  was  no  deception,  nor  representation  inconsistent 

with  what  might  have  been  eventually  the  fact.  Besides 

the  misrepresentation,  if  any,  was  to  Messrs.  HHeU 

snd  not  to  the  defendant*     In  Pickaird  v«  Sean  {a)  the 

mortgagee,  who  brought  the  action,  had  made  himself  a 

party  to  the  sale,  and  had  sanctioned  it.    The  rule  of 

law  must  prevail  in  iavour  of  the  real  owner»  unless  the 

Court  shall  decide  that  he  was  bound,  on  an  attempt  of 

the  lessee  to  deal  with  the^goods,  to  take  active  measures 

for  notifying  and]  a^^rtlpg  his  claim.    Nothing  but  a 

sale  in  market  overt  will  bar  the  true  owner^     WHkith- 

<oa  V.  King  (i),  Loe^ckmm  v.  Machin  (c).     Furniture, 

demised  with  the  premisesy  will  not  pa^s  to  the  assignees 

of  the  lessee,  because  a  third  party  ought  not  to  pre* 

sume  that  it  belongs  to  the  tenant.    [Pattesan  J,    A 

distinction  has  been  made  between  ordinary  furniture, 

ftod  furniture  used  in  the  bankrupt's  trade  and  busi- 

i'^s((Q.    Lord  Denman  C  J-   It  is  always  a  question 

offset,  and  not  of  law,  whether  goods  are  in  the  order 

and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt-]    At  all  events,  the 

P^^  should  have  been  special,  aqd  not  a  mere  denial 

^  the  plaintiff's  property,  which  is  undisputed.    The 

mere   possession  of  Durham  gave  no  right  to  convey 

(a)  6  ^.  i  £.  469.  (6)  2  Camp.  3S5. 

(c)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  311. 

{d)  See  Xti^AamT.  Biggs,  iJB.ffF*  82.  88. 

to 
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to  the  defendant ;  Jatdlery  v.  Britten  (a) ;  whereas  the 
plaintiff's  interest  gives  him  a  primd  facie  title  to  re- 
cover. [Coleridge  J.  In  Owen  y.  Knight  (h)  the  facts 
stated  in  the  third  pleai  viz.,  that  the  plaintiff  had  de- 
livered the  indenture  to  one  Featy  to  raise  money  on  it, 
and  he  had  pledged  it  to  the  defendant,  were  held  to  be 
admissible  on  the  second  plea  of  *^  not  possessed.**  In 
that  case,  too,  the  defendant  was  allowed  to  set  up  a  lien, 
although  the  agent,  Feary^  had  exceeded  his  authority, 
and  the  plaintiff  had  not  been  directly  a  party  to  any 
misrepresentation  to,  or  deception  upon,  the  defendant.] 
There  the  plaintiff,  at  all  events,  delivered  the  lease  to 
Featy  for  the  purpose  of  parting  with  the  possession  of 
it  as  security  for  a  loan,  although  the  precise  direc* 
tions  given  to  him  were  not  pursued. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  There  are  two  questions:  first,  was 
the  direction  to  the  jury  right?  I  am  of  opinion  that  it 
was,  and  that  the  case  falls  within  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Pickard  v.  Sears  (c).  Next,  was  the  verdict  supported 
by  the  evidence?  On  this  head  there  was  certainly 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  I  cannot  say  they  were 
wrdng. 


Patteson  J.  ^The  direction  was  right,  and  the 
facts  support  the  verdict.  Tlie  goods  are  demised  with 
the  premises  by  the  plaintiff  to  Durham  for  one  year, 
with  liberty  to  purchase  the  plaintiff^s  interest  in  them 
within  that  period.  I  am  far  from  saying  that  this  alone 
would  have  given  Durham  any  authority  to  sell  the 
goods;   but  Durham  then  becomes  tenant  to  Messrs. 


(a)  4  New  Co.  24S. 
(c)  6A.^E,  469. 


(6)  4  New  Co,  54. 


EUiMf 
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EUiott^    under    an  agreement  at    va^riance    with  the         1839. 
former  one,  and  entered  into  in  the  presence  of  the 

Grioo 

plaintiff  himself,  containing  a  clause  to  enable  Messrs.        agaimt 

Elliott  to  deduct  arrears,  due  from  Durham^  from  the 

Valuation  of  his  goods  and  effects.   The  plaintiff  does  not 

then  say  a  word  about  his  own  title  to  the  goods.     Had 

Messrs.  EUictt  been  the  defendants,  the  point  would  have 

been  identical  with  that  in  Pickard  v.  Sears  (a).     Here 

the  defendant  is  referred  by  Durham  to  Messrs.  Mliottj 

by  whom  he  is  told  that  Durham  is  their  tenant.     The 

error  is,  therefore,  one  entirely  originating  in  the  fault 

of  the  plaintifi^  who  held  out  Durham  as  owner,  through 

the  medium  of  Messrs.  Elliott. 

Coleridge  J.     Suppose  the  action  had  been  between 
the  plaintiff  and  Messrs.  Elliott ;  the  latter  would  have 
had  good  ground  for  believing  Durham  to  be  the  owner 
in  consequence  of  the  plaintiff's  representation.     If  so, 
then  Messrs.  Elliott  have  a  title  as  against  the  plaintiff^ 
which  they  can  convey  to  the  defendant.*    As  between 
the  plaintiff  and  Messrs.  Elliott^  the  plaintiff  is  known 
only  as  the  friend  of  Heath  the  previous  tenant ;  and  he 
stands  by,   without  interposition   or  objection,   whilst 
Messrs.  Elliott  and  Durham  become  parties  to  an  in- 
strument which  gives  Messrs.  Elliott  the  right  of  inter- 
fering with  the  furniture  of  the  house  under  certain 
circumstances.     It  is  through  the  act,  or  the  silence,  of 
the  plaintiff,  that  Durham  is  thus  enabled  to  hold  himself 
out  as  the  owner. 

lord  Denmak  C.  J.  Pickard  v.  Sears  (a)  was  in  my 
miod  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  and  the  principle  of  that 
case  may  be  stated  even  more  broadly  than  it  is  there  laid 

{a)  6  A.  ^  E.  469. 

Vol.  X.  H  down. 
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down.  A  party,  who  negligently  or  culpably  stands  by 
and  allows  another  to  contract  on  the  faith  and  under- 
standing of  a  fact  which  he  can  contradict,  cannot  after- 
wards dispute  that  &ct  in  an  action  against  the  person 
whom  he  has  himself  assisted  in  deceiving.  The  de* 
fence  here  is,  in  substance,  collusion  between  Dtarham 
and  the  plaintiff.  As  to  the  evidence,  I  think  a  second 
jury  would  find  the  same  verdict,  and  would  be  justified 
in  finding  it 

Rule  discharged. 


Thunday, 
May  2d. 


Davies  against  Wilkinson. 


The  first  count  stated  that  plain- 


Promise  in         ASSUMPSIT. 

writing,  as  jljL 

follows:^  tiff  and  defendant,  on  the  7th  June  18SS,  came  to 

pay  2).  695/.  an  account  of  and  concerning  divers  monies  due  and 
ments.'^Tiz!.  the  owing  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  and  then  unpaid,  and 
"being 2(w/'--  ^P^^  ^^^  account  defendant  was  found  indebted  to 
^rm  ^'r^  plaintiff  in  a  large  sum,  viz.  695/.  of  lawful  Sic,  and 
others,  the  four  being  SO  found  indebted  he,  defendant,  in  consider- 

amounting  to  ° 

600/;  "the re-   ation  thereof,  then,  viz.  on  &c.,  agreed  and  promised 

xnainder,  95Ly 

to  go  as  a  setA  to  pay  to  plaintiff  or  his  order  the  said  sum  of  695/*  at 
of  i^'^to  T.,  ^  four  instalments  ;  viz.,  the  first  instalment,  being  200/., 
mainder'i^his    ^^  Monday  then  next,  10th  June^  in  the  year  last  afore- 

debt  owing 
from  D.  to 
him." 

Held,  not  a 
promissory 
note,  for  such 
note  must  be 
entire,  and  this 
instrument 
contained  a  pro- 
mise to  pay,  joined  with  an  agreement  for  something  else.     But 

Held  good  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  pay,  in  consideration  of  being  found  indebted 
on  a  statement  of  account;  though  no  consideration  was  expressly  stated  on  the  instrument 
itielf. 

described 


said;  the  second  instalment,  being  150/.,  at  a  certain 
day,  time,  or  period  then  to  come,  and  described  as  the 
settling  day  at  Doncastery  after  the  St.  Leger^  in  the 
year  last  aforesaid;  the  third  instalment,  being  150/.,  at 
a  certain  other  day,  time,  or  period  then  to  come,  and 
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described  as  the  settling  day  after  Epsomj  18S4;   and        18S9. 
the  foarth  instalment,   being  lOO/.,  at  a  certain  day.  ' 

"^  Dativs 

time,  or  period  then  to  come,  and  described  as  the        agahui 

,.  -  _  ,  ,  ,      ,  WiLKlMMK. 

settling  day  at  Ikmcastery  in  the  year  1834;  and  that 

the  remainder  of  the  said  sum  of  695/.,  being  95/., 

shoald  go  as  a  set*off  for  an  order  of  one  Mr.  Ret/nolds 

to  one  Mr.  Thompson,  and  the  remainder  of  the  debt 

owing  from  plaintiff  to  him  the  said  Mr.   Thompson. 

Averment,  that  the  day,  time,  or  period  described  as 

the  settling  day  at  JDoncaster  arrived  and  took  place 

after  the  making  of  the  said   promise  of  defendant, 

and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  viz.  18th 

September  18SS ;  that  the  day,  time,  or  period  described 

ss  the  settling  day  after  Epsom  18S4,  arrived  and  took 

place  after  the  making,  &c.  and  before  the  commence- 

meoty&c,  viz.  Sd  June  1834 ;  and  that  the  day,  time,  or 

period  described  as  the  settling  day  at  Doncaster^  1834, 

arrived  and  took  place  after  the  making,  &c.,  and  before 

the  commencement,  &c.,  viz.  17th  September  in  the 

year  last  aforesaid;   and  that  all  the  days,  times,  or 

periods  on   and  at  which  respectively  the  said  four 

several  instalments  of  200/^  150/.,  150/.,  and  100/.  of 

the  said  sum  of  695/.  were  to  be  paid  have  long  since 

elapsed.      Breach,   that  although   defendant,    in    part 

performance  of  his  said  promise,  did  pay  to  plaintiff 

the  said  first  instalment  of  200/.  on  the  10th   June^ 

1833,  aforesaid,  yet  he  has  not  further  regarded  his 

promise,  but  has  disregarded  the  same,  and  has  not 

paid  to  plaintiff  the  sud  several  other  instalments  of 

150/.,  150/.,  and  100/.  of  the  said  sum  of  695/.,  or  any 

of  them,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  the  same,  amounting 

in  the  whole  to  a  large  sum,  viz.  400i,  still  are  and 

each  of  them  is  wholly  due  and  unpaid,  contrary  to  the 

H  2  tenor 
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18S9.        tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  promise  of  defendant,  and 
in  breach  thereof.     The  second  count  was  on  an  account 

Datiis 

agaimt  Stated,  in  the  common  form- 
Pleas.  1.  Non  assumpsit.  2.  That  before  the  mak- 
ing of  the  promises,  and  before  either  of  the  accounts 
was  stated,  viz.  on,  &c.,  and  on  divers  other  days, 
&c*,  defendant  lost  to  plaintiff,  and  plaintiff  then  won 
of  defendant,  divers  sums  of  money,  in  the  whole 
amounting  to  a  large  sum,  viz.  700/.,  by  betting  on 
certain  horse-races  which  were  then  run,  and  that  each 
and  every  of  the  bets  by  which  the  said  monies  were 
so  won  and  lost  as  aforesaid  exceeded  the  sum  of  lOiL; 
and  that  the  said  accounts  were  respectively  come  to 
and  stated,  and  the  promises  in  the  declaration  men* 
tioned  were  respectively  made,  for  and  in  respect  of  the 
j  said  monies  so  lost  by  and  won  of  defendant  as  afore* 

said,  and  not  on  any  other  account,  or  in  any  other 
manner  whatsoever.  Verification.  Replication  to  this 
plea,  denying  that  the  accounts  were  come  to  or  stated, 
or  the  promises  made,  for  or  in  respect  of  monies  lost  by 
or  won  of  defendant  by  betting  on  horse-races  for  sums 
exceeding  102.,  in  manner  and  form,  &c  Conclusion 
to  the  country.     Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial,  before  UttledaU  J.,  at  the  Middlesex 

sittings  in  Michaelmas  term,  ISSTy  the  plaintiff  gave  in 

evidence  the  following  document,  signed  by  defendant, 

bearing  an  agreement  stamp  :— 

\  .  **  I  agree  to  pay  to  Mr.  Charles  Davies^  or  his  order, 

1^         the  sum  of  6952.,  at  four  instalments ;  viz.  the  first  in- 

\j    y      stalment  to  be  paid  on  Monday  next,  June  10th,  18SS, 

A^^  /  being  200/. :  the  second  on  the  settling  day  at  Doncttster 

after  the  St,  Leger^  being  150/. :  the  third  on  the  settling 

day  at  Doncaster,  after  Epsom,  18S4,  being  150/. :  and 

the 


to  th( 

/  sitting 
I     evidei 
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the  fbarth  on  the  settling-day  at  Doncaster  after  the  jS^*        18S9. 

L^er^  1834,  beinir  lOOi':  the  remainder,  95/.,  to  go  as       — 
^  "  Davdu 

a  set-off  for  an  order  of  Mr.  Reynolds  to  Mr.  Thompson^        agamti 

and  the  remainder  of  his  debt  owing  from  C  Davies  to 

him.  f 

(Signed)         <«  James  Wilkinsati."  J 

The  defendant's  counsel  objected,  first,  that  the  in-    /^^  *  J  d  ^ 
strument  was  a  promiiteory  note,  and  should  have  been  TT  ^  '     n 

stamped  accordingly,  to  which  point  he  cited  Green  v. 
Davies  (a).     Secondly,  that  it  varied   from  the  first 
ooant,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  shew  any  debt  or  state- 
ment of  account  prior  to  the  agreement ;  and  that  it 
did  not  support  the  second  count*    Thirdly,  that  the 
instrument  shewed  no  consideration  for  the  promise, 
rbe  learned  Judge  received  the  evidence,  but  reserved 
/eave   to    move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.      Evidence  was 
then   given  of  money   having  been  lent  by  plaintiff 
to  defendant  some  time  before  the  making  of  the  pro- 
Oiue.    The  defendant,  in  support  of  his  second  plea» 
gave   evidence  of  a  betting  account  stated  between 
the   parties  at  a  more  recent  period,  in  consequence 
^    ^bich,   it  was  said,  the  undertaking  in  question 
^^^    given.      The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury 
to  say  whether  the  defendant's  debt  to  the  plaintiff' 
^^    incurred  by  gambling  or  by  borrowmg;  and  the 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  400/.    Piatt,  in  the  same 
^^'^'^  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit 
shoul<i  not  be  entered  on  the  grounds  above  stated ;  or 
^^y  ^  new  trial  should  not  be  had,  on  affidavits  alleging 
sBrpria^^  and  contradicting  the  evidence  oT  a  loan.     Affi- 
davits in  answer  were  filed  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  4  ^.  4*  C.  835. 

H  8  Thesiger 


102 


CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 


18S9. 

Davixs 

againtt 

WlUUMtON. 


Thesiger  and  Humfrey  now  shewed  cause.  Green 
y.  Daxnes  (a)  is  distinguishable,  because  there  the  instru- 
ment held  to  be  a  promissory  note  contained  no  agree- 
ment but  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  with  interest  Here 
it  is  added  that  a  sum  of  money  shall  be  placed  to  a 
particular  account  in  the  way  of  set-off.  Leeds  v.  Lan^ 
cashire{b)  is  an  authority  for  the  plaintiff;  so  also  is 
BoUon  V.  Dugdale  (c),  a  case  much  resembling  the  pre- 
sent. Here  the  document  is  (as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
said  in  that  case)  ^^an  agreement  engrafted  on  a  note." 
If  the  instrument  in  question  be  a  promissory  note,  to 
whom  and  for  what  sum  is  it  a  note?  It  does  not 
appear  who  would  be  entitled  to  demand  the  95/.,  or 
what  claims  of  Reynolds,  and  against  whom,  the  sup- 
posed note  was  intended  to  meet  The  objection  of 
variance,  supposing  it  well  founded,  does  not  affect  the 
second  count  As  to  the  suggestion  that  the  instrument 
shews  only  a  nudum  pactum,  it  is  not  set  up  as  con- 
taining the  terms  of  an  agreement :  it  is  a  bare  acknow- . 
ledgment,  and  equivalent  to  an  I  O  U. 


Piatt  and  Bally  contra.  First,  this  is  a  promissory  note 
for  the  payment  of  a  sum  by  instalments,  the  whole 
money  to  be  paid  being  definite  and  certain,  according 
to  Stat  55  G.S.  c.l84.  sched.  parti,  tit  Promisstny 
Note*  The  first  part  is,  in  form,  a  promise  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  or  order  695U ;  and  supposing  that  the  latter 
part  is,  as  to  95/.,  something  different  from  a  promissory 
note,  that  does  not  change  the  nature  of  the  instrument 
as  to  the  600/.  Leeds  v.  Lancashire  (b)  is  consistent 
with  the  defendant's  view  of  this  case.     There  the  in- 


(a)  AB,iC.  235.         (6)  2  Camp,  205.  (c)  4  A  ^  Jd,  619. 

strument 
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stniment  was  held  not  to  be  a  promissory  note,  becausei  1839. 
as  between  the  parties  to  the  action,  the  memorandum 
iodoned  was  necessarily  incorporated  with  the  whole  agahui 
matter  on  the  face  of  the  document  In  BoUon  v.  Dug" 
dok  (a)  the  writing  was  a  good  agreement,  and  could  not 
be  a  promissory  note,  for  the  sum  payable  was  rendered 
UDcertain  by  words  necessarily  affecting  the  whole. 
Here  the  instrument  might  have  been  negotiated  as  a 
note  for  6002.  The  words  added  as  to  the  95L  are  not 
matter  of  agreement,  for  the  plaiutiff  agrees  to  nothings 
they  merely  state  that  that  sum  is  carried  to  account  in 
a  particular  manner.  An  instrument  containing  such  a 
cIsDse  is  not  the  less  a  promissory  note :  HaussouUier  v« 
Martsinckib),  Dixon  v.  NuUaU(c).  Secondly,  if  this 
is  an  agreement,  the  consideration  was  material,  for  an 
agreement  consists  of  consideration  and  promise ;  Wain 
▼•  Warlters  (d) ;  and  here  the  written  agreement  is  not 
that  stated  in  the  declaration,  for  the  promise  to  pay  is 
oUeged  to  have  been  made  in  consideration  of  some- 
thing which  appeared  on  stating  an  account,  whereas 
nodiingof  the  kind  is  found  in  the  written  instrument. 
[Pattesan  J.  Might  not  the  consideration  be  proved 
by  parol?]  No  such  evidence  was  given.  And, 
lastly,  the  agreement,  if  any  appears  on  this  paper,  b 
nudum  pactum,  no  consideration  appearing.  It  is  indeed 
said.  Com.  Dig.  Agreement  (B  2.)»  that,  <<  where  an 
agreement  or  contract  is  in  writing,  the  consideration  is 
not  ioquirable;"  but  that  means  where  it  is  by  deed  or 

(•)  4  3.  4t^^619.     S.C.ANe9.^U.Al2.     See  Wise  r.  CharUon, 
4  i<.  f  £.  786. 
W  fT.R.  7S3. 
(e)  6  Oar,  ^  p.  S9a    8.  C  in  banc,  but  this  point  not  discusied, 

i(V0. ir.  4^ jL SOT. 
(4)  5  BoK,  la 
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1899.  record  (a).  The  instrument  in  question,  if  considered 
as  a  promissory  note  unstamped,  would  clearly  not  be 
evidence,  even  on  the  general  count:  Green  v.  Davies{b): 
and  an  I  O  U  does  not  prove  the  actual  statement  of  an 
account;  it  is  a  mere  adhiission  of  a  debt,  and  was 
treated  so  in  Childers  v.  Boulnois  (c),  though  it  has  been 
received  as  evidence  on  the  count  upon  an  account 
stated :  Payne  v.  Jenkins  {d). 

(The  argument  on  the  affidavits  is  omitted.) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  first  objection  is,  that  this 
instrument  was  improperly  received  in  evidence,  being  a 
promissory  note  not  duly  stamped.  It  is  a  note,  up  to 
a  certain  point,  but  it  ends,  '^  95/.  to  go  as  a  set-off  for 
an  order  of  Mr.  Reynolds  to  Mr.  Thompson^  and  the  re- 
mainder of  his  debt  owing  from  C.  Davies  to  him."  I 
think  that  takes  from  it  the  character  of  a  promissory 
note,  and  makes  it  an  agreement,  and  that  it  was  pro- 
perly received.  Secondly,  it  is  said  that  no  consider- 
ation appears,  to  support  the  first  count.  But  the  pro- 
mise itself  imports  a  consideration,  and  he  who  says, 
^^  I  promise  to  pay  you  1 00/.,"  may,  without  any  violent 
construction,  be  supposed  to  say,  ^^  We  have  settled 
accounts,  and  I  am  to  pay  you  lOO/.**  Thirdly,  it  is 
objected  that  the  instrument  proved  merely  shewed 
nudum  pactum;  but  the  words  "I  agree  to  pay"  are 
a  perfect  promise,  and  they  import  a  consideration. 
It  was  not  necessary  that  the  document  put  in  should 

(a)  7  T.  12.  350.  note  (a)  (iZonnT.lTugAei),  is  cited  for  this  in  1  Co«t. 
Dig.  530.,  note  (/),  5th  (HammoiuTs)  ed. 

(6)  4  B,  i  a  235. 

(c)  Dcwl,  j-  R,  N.  P.  C.  (usually  annexed  as  a  supplement  to  2  jD  {• 
B.)  8. 

(rf)  4  Car,  i  P.  324. 

be 
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be  a  complete  agreement  on  the  face  of  it,  for  it  is  only       J  889. 
offered  as  evidence  that  such  a  transaction  existed  as       r 
the  document  refers  to,  and  undoubtedly  it  is  evidence    ^^^otiMf 
of  that.     But  the  matter  stated  on  affidavit  makes  it  fit 
that  the  case  should  receive  further  consideration  (a). 
The  rule  must  therefore  be  absolute  for  a  new  trial; 
the  rale  for  a  nonsuit  discharged. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.     This  case  is  within  the  principle  of 
Leeds  v.  Lancashire  (6).     To  be  a  promissory  note,  the 
writing  should  be  one  entire  instrumept.     Here  the 
instrument,  as  to  951,^  is  not  a  promissory  note  but  an 
ifgreeinent;  therefore  the  entire  instrument  is  not  a  pro- 
missory note.    As  to  the  objection  that  no  consideration 
<HPpears  on  the  document,  that  is  true,  but  it  supports 
the  averment  in  the  declaration,  that  the  parties  came 
to  an  account  together  (which  is  alleged  according  to 
the  old  mode  of  declaring  upon  an  account  stated) ;  and 
th^re  can  be  no  doubt  that  they  had  come  to  an  account^ 
<^^  which  6951  was  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintifi.     The 
statement  on  the  writing  itself  is  evidence  that  there  had 
°^Q  an  account. 

Patteson  J.    Leeds  v.  Lancashire  (b)  and  Bolton  v.^\ 
*^dale  (c),  are  not  directly  in  point     In  the  first  case     \ 

^  instrument  was  a  complete  note  on  the  face  of  it,  but 
S^Uifi^  by  the  indorsement.  The  second  was  decided 
<^wefly  ^^  jjjg  ground  that  the  sum  to  be  paid  was  un- 
^''taiij,  and  therefore  the  instrument  could  not  be  a 

°^*      It  b  not  necessary  to  determine  whether  there 

(^)    Tbe  further  obienrations  on  Uiib  part  of  the  case  are  omitted. 
^^>    S  Cm^.  205.  (c)  4B.iAd,  619. 

can 
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1899«       can  be  on  the  same  paper  a  note  and  an  agreement. 

Here  the  effect  of  the  writing  was,  **  I  promise  to  pay 

agaimt        600/.  by  instalments,  and  I  agree  to  set  off  95/."    That 

WlLKIVtOI^  ...  til  « 

was  an  agreement  to  pay  696L  m  the  whole,  by  the 
means  stated.  The  95/.  was  not  to  be  paid  to  Dames, 
and  could  not  be  payable  to  his  indorsee:  the  instru- 
ment, therefore,  was  not  a  promissory  note. 

CoLBRiDO£  J.  We  should  be  unwilling  to  require 
that  two  stamps  should  be  affixed  to  one  instrument^ 
though,  in  a  case  like  that  suggested  by  my  brother 
Pattesan^  it  might  be  necessary.  But,  if  an  instrument 
be  in  its  nature  endre,  the  stamp  ought  to  be  such  as 
will  apply  to  the  whole;  and  if,  as  a  whole,  it  cannot 
be  a  promissory  note,  the  question  must  be,  whether 
it  is  not  good  as  an  agreement  Here  I  think  the 
document  was  so,  not  being  one  of  those  in  which  a 
statement  of  the  consideration  is  requisite  by  the  Statute 
of  Frauds.     It  was,  therefore,  properly  stamped. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 


rkw$d^,  Phillips  ag^ainst  Cole. 

My  fid. 

AmuniMitbj      A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  de* 

noit  agdnst  fendant,  payable  to  his  order,  and  indorsed  by  hiai 

thai  tb»  notT*  to  ^^^  AheSf  and  by  Moes  to  the  plaintiff.  Plea,  that 
wMUMide  with- 
out comadentioDt  and  indorsed  and  ddiTered  to  W,  for  the  purpose  only  of  its  being  di«. 
countad ;  thai  iT.  in  fraud  of  detadint»  and  without  his  consent,  indorsed  the  seme  and 
delitarad  it  to  plaintiir»  who  gava  no  considcntiony  and  knew  of  the  want  of  authority. 
B«plittlion,daiivuril. 

HeMt  tiiat  etidence  of  dcdaiatiooa  mode  by  W,  was  not  adnussible  to  prore  the  fraud  $ 
W,  being  aliva  and  not  called,  and  no  proof  having  been  prerioualy  given  of  any  ooo- 
MCtloB  batwaen  IT.  and  the  plaintiir,  or  that  the  plaintiff  took  the  biU  under  drcnmstaiioen 
osldhttihug  a  pmily  in  point  of  law  between  hun  and  It. 

there 
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there  y/ms  no  consideration  for  defendant's  making  or        1889, 
iodorsuig  the  note;  that  he  indorsed  it  in  blank  and 
delivered  it  to  one  Williams^  for  a  special  purpose  only;        mg^amt 
Wz.  to  get  it  discounted  for  defendant  and  pay  him  the 
proGeeds,  and  WiUiams  received  it  for  that  purpose,  but 
did   not  get  it  discounted  for  defendant,  and,  while  he 
had  it  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  fraudulently  and  with- 
out defendant's  knowledge  or  consent,  and  with  intent 
to  defraud  him,  procured  the  same  to  be  indorsed  with 
the  name  of  Jives  {a\  and  then  delivered  the  same,  so 
"horsed,  to  plaintiff,  who  gave  no  consideration,  and 
^^1  knew  that  WiUiams  had  no  authority  to  part  with 
^^  Same  in  manner  aforesaid  and  that  there  was  no 
^^^'^^^^eration  for  the  making  or  indorsing  as  aforesaid ; 
"^^r  averment,  that  Alves  gave  no  consideration  or 
^^  for  his  becoming  party  to  the  note,  but  the  same 
^dorsed  to  him  fraudulently  and  colourably;  notice 
.  ^^"^^^f  to  plaintiff.  Verification.   Replication,  de  injuria. 
*^^^  thereon. 

On  the  trial  before  Littledale  J.,  at  the  sittings  in 

Middlesex^  afler  Trinity  term,  18S7,  it  was  proposed  on 

bdialf  of  the  defendant  to  prove  declarations  of  Jives 

in  letters  said  to  have  been  written  by  him  while  he 

was  holder  of  the  note.     At  the  time  of  offering  this 

tvidence  no  proof  had  been  given  of  any  connection 

between  Jives  and  the  plaintiff,  or  of  the  plaintiff  having 

Uktn  the  note  when  overdue,  or  without  consideration. 

^evidence  was  objected  to,  on  the  authority  of  Borough 

r.  White  (6),  and  rejected ;  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  ver- 

d/ct      In  Michaelmas  term,  1837,  a  rule  nisi  was  ob- 

(0   Xt^«  fiict  appean  to  have  been  that  Alves  and  JfUUami  wiere  the 

^*>  *-a.frass5. 

tamed 
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tained  for  a  new  trials  on  account  of  the  rejection  of 
evidence*     In  this  term  (a), 

Jerois  and  Hoggins  shewed  cause.  It  is  not  easy  to 
reconcile  all  the  cases.  Barough  v.  White  {b\  the  only 
one  solemnly  decided,  is  a  direct  authority  against  the 
reception  of  this  evidence.  The  established  principle 
appears  to  be,  that  a  party  who  has  taken  a  note  or  bill 
before  it  became  due,  cannot  be  affected  by  declarations 
of  a  former  holder,  because  he  derives  his  title  from  the 
nature  of  the  instrument  itself,  and  not  through  such 
previous  holder ;  but  that  if  he  has  taken  the  instrument 
after  it  became  due,  he  holds  it  subject  to  all  previous 
infirmities,  and  the  declarations  of  a  party  who  held 
before  him  may  be  received  against  him,  as  shewing 
that  such  party  had  a  defective  title.  The  decision  at 
Nisi  Prius,  in  Smith  v.  De  Wruitz  (c),  was  consistent 
with  this  doctrine.  In  Pocock  v.  Billing  {d)  it  seems  to 
have  been  allowed  that  declarations  by  a  former  holder 
may  be  received,  if  made  while  the  instrument  was  in 
his  possession,  because  they  are  then  against  his  in- 
terest; but  the  grounds  of  decision  are  not  clearly 
ascertainable  from  the  report,  and  in  Barough  y. 
White  [b)  that  case  was  not  treated  as  a  very  binding 
authority.  (Jerois  here  read  the  judgments  of  Baylet/f 
Littledaky  and  Abbott  Js.  in  Barough  v.  White  {b\) 
[Coleridge  J.  Parke  J.  observes  on  that  case,  in  Wooilr 
wayv.  Rawe  (e),  that  *Uhe  then  holder  had"  there  *^a 


(a)  May  Sd.     Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtledtUe,  FMteson,  and 
Coleridge  Js. 

(6)  4  J9.  j-  C.  385.  (c)  Ry,  j*  M,  812. 

(d)  2  Bmg.  269.  (e)  I  A,  ^  E,  114.      See  p.  116. 
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better  title  than  the  party  whose  declarations  were  re-        1839. 


Pbiluk 


ferred  to,''  and  that  '*  the  right  of  a  person  holding  by  a 

good  utle  is  not  to  be  cut  down  by  the  acknowledgment        agaimi 

COLK* 

of  a  former  holder  that  he  had  no  title/']  Peckham  v. 
PoUar  {a)  may  be  referred  to  on  the  other  side ;  there 
the  defendant,  who  was  acceptor,  was  permitted  to  give 
in  evidence  declarations  of  the  drawer ;  but  that  was  to 
shew  a  fraud  in  which  the  drawer  and  the  plaintiff,  who 
soedas  indorsee,  were  joint  conspirators :  and  in  Hedger 
▼.  Morton  (&),  where  that  circumstance  did  not  appear, 
such  evidence  was  rejected.  The  rule  is,  that  to  render 
declarations  of  living  persons  admissible,  the  person 
roakiog  them  must  be  identified  in  interest  with  the 
party  against  whom  they  are  to  be  proved  ;  Duckham  v. 
WallU  (c),  Beatwhamp  v.  Parry  (d)f  fVdstead  v.  I^Ty{e). 
The  case  of  Clipsam  v.  OtBrien  {g\  which  is  to  a  con- 
trary effect,  would  have  been  differently  decided  at  a 
later  period.  Here  no  evidence  was  given  which  could 
identify  Alves  with  the  plaintiff. 

Hwttfiriy^  contrtk.    The  declarations  were  offered  to 
shew  that  the  note  was  passed  to  the  plaintiff  not  merely 
without  consideration,  but  fraudulently.     \C6Uridge  i. 
You  o&r  to  shew  by  the  declarations  that  which  is 
necessary  to  make  the  declarations  evidence.]    There  is 
a  difference  between  cases  where  the  bill  or  note  was 
merely  obtained  in  the  first  instance  without  consider- 
ation, and  cases  where  a  suspicion  arises  that  it  was  so 
obtained  by  fraud.     In  the  former  case  actual  proof  of 
ti^e  absence  of  consideration  between  the  original  parties 

(a)  1  Car,  ^  P.  83S.  {b)  3  Cbr.  jr  P.  179. 

(c)  5  Stp.  851.  (d),  lB.^AiL  89. 

(e)  1  M.  ^  ito6.*  138.  (g)  1  Etp,  10. 

would 


no 
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1839. 


would  not  of  itself  oblige  a  subsequent  holder  to  prove 
consideration ;  in  the  latter,  he  must  prove  it :  Mills  v. 
Barber  (a).  In  the  present  case,  therefore,  the  object  with 
which  the  evidence  was  offered  is  material.  In  Borough 
V.  White  (b)  the  evidence,  if  received,  would  only  have 
shewn  want  of  consideration  between  the  maker  and 
payee  of  the  note.  In  Peckham  v.  Potter  (c)  it  was 
held  that  the  drawer's  acknowledgment  of  fraud  might 
be  given  in  evidence  by  the  acceptor  against  the  in- 
dorsee, though  Lord  Gijffbrd  added,  "  the  defendant 
must  prove  that  the  plaintiff"  is  in  some  way  privy 
to  the  fraud."  So  here,  the  evidence  was  admissible, 
though  not  of  itself  decisive.  It  would  have  been  a  ma^- 
terial  step  in  the  proof.  And  the  declarations  of  any 
person,  while  holder,  are  evidence  if  they  impeach  the 
security,  because  they  are  against  the  speaker's  interest. 
[Coleridge  J.  That  would  let  in  declarations  shewing 
want  of  consideration.]  In  Shaw  v.  Broom  {d)  it  was 
held,  that  in  an  action  between  indorsee  and  acceptor, 
declarations  of  the  drawer,  after  parting  with  the  bill 
(for  value),  were  not  admissible  to  shew  want  of  con- 
sideration :  but  there  it  was  evidently  assumed  that,  if 
made  while  he  held  the  bill,  they  would  have  been  re- 
ceivable (e).     The  suggestion  that  the  holder  of  a  bill 


(a)  iJd,  ^W.  425.  (6)  4  J5.  §•  G  325. 

(c)  1  Car,  $•  P.  232.  {d)  4  DowL  ^  R.  73a 

(e)  In  answer  to  a  question  from  Coleridge  J, ^  whether,  in  that  case, 
any  priyitj  was  established  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  former  holder, 
Hun^rey  read  the  report,  by  which  it  appears  that  the  bill  was  not  due 
when  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  after  the  evidence  in  question 
bad  been  admitted,  the  former  holder  was  called,  and  stated  that  no  con- 
sideration passed  between  himself  and  either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defend- 
ant. In  Benton  ▼.  Marskal  there  cited  (p.  731.),  where  the  declaration  of 
a  former  holder  was  admitted,  the  bill  was  over-due  when  indorsed  to  the 
plaintiff. 

does 
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does  not  derive  his  title  from  the  indorser  can  only        1839. 
shew,  if  entitled  to  weight,  that,  where  a  suspicion  of       " 

,  Phillips 

fraud  is  raised,  the  case  is  taken  out  of  ordinary  rules;        agauui 

CoiA 
for  it  is  now  clearly  settled  that  if  the  instrument  be 

tamted  with  fraud,  though  in  a  prior  hplder,  the  plain- 

ti£P  who  sues  upon  it  must  prove  consideration ;  Mitts 

V.  Barber  {a). 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  of  the 
term,  May  8th,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  question  in  this  case  arose  upon  the  rejection  of 
oertab  letters  written  by  one  Jhesj  a  prior  indorser  of 
the  note  sued  on,  such  letters  being  alleged  to  have 
been  written  by  him  while  holder.  (His  Lordship  then 
stated  the  substance  of  the  plea,  set  out  pp.  106,  107* 
tDte.) 

It  was  argued  that  the  letters  were  admissible  on  two 
grounds:  first  as  declarations  made  not  only  against 
the  interest,  but  in  acknowledgment  of  the  fraud,  of  the 
party  making  them;  and,  secondly,  as  made  by  one  under 
whom  the  plaintiff,  being  a  subsequent  holder,  claimed. 

With  regard  to  the  first  of  these,  it  is  clear  that  de- 
clarations of  third  persons  alive,  in  the  absence  of  any 
community  of  interest,  are  not  to  be  received  to  aflSsct 
the  title  or  interests  of  other  persons,  merely  because 
they  are  against  the  interest  of  those  who  make  them. 
The  general  rule  of  law,  that  the  living  witness  is  to  be 
examined  on  oath,  is  not  subject  to  any  exception  so 
wide;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  circumstance  of 
fraud  being  acknowledged  introduces  no  difference  in 

(a)  lU.^W.  425.     &  C.  3  G^*j  Bsch.  Rep.  5. 

principle; 
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principle;  that  acknowledgment  would  certainly  make 
the  evidence,  if  receivable,  more  weighty,  but  only  upon 
the  ground  that  it  is  more  strongly  against  the  interest 
of  the  party  than  any  merely  pecuniary  consideration 
could  make  it  The  ground  of  its  admission  would  be 
the  same  in  either  case ;  and  t,he  same  objection  applies 
in  both,  the  want  of  community  of  interest. 

The  second  ground,  if  it  could  have  been  established 
in  fact,  would  have  made  the  letters  admissible;  but, 
when  they  were  tendered,  no  evidence  had  been  offered 
which  either  directly  or  indirectly  connected  the  plain- 
tiff* with  Alves.  On  the  evidence  the  plaintiff*  did  not 
claim  under  Alves;  he  had  a  title  of  his  own  as  indorsee, 
and  might  have  an  indefeasibly  good  title,  though  Alves 
had  none  at  all.  Nothing  like  want  of  consideration,  or 
the  having  taken  the  note  over-due,  was  shewn.  Under 
these  circumstances  we  hardly  want  an  authority  for 
holding  that  the  plaintiff''s  title  is  not  to  be  affected  by 
the  declarations  of  Alves^  who  might  have  been  called; 
but  Barotigk  v.  White  {a)  and  Beauchamp  v.  Parry  (i)j 
are,  among  others,  in  point. 

It  was  said  that  the  letters  themselves  would  have 
disclosed  fraud,  and  brought  the  plaintiff^  into  privity 
with  the  writer,  but  whatever  is  a  preliminary  necessary 
to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  must  be  proved  aliunde 
before  such  evidence  is  admitted. 

The  letters  were  therefore  rightly  rejected,  and  the 
rule  for  a  new  trial  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


(a)  4  J9.  ^  C  325. 


(h)  IB.  ^Ad,89, 


IN  THB  Second  Year  of  VICTORIA. 


Phelps  and  Others  against  Lyle.  ^^"sd. 

k  SSUMPSIT  by  four  persons  on  a  bargain  and  sale  '^  directors 
of  a  steam  engine  to  defendant.     Averment,  that  company, 

formed  under  a 

plaintiffs  were  ready  and  willing  to  deliver,  but  defend-  deedofsetUe- 

<•        1  •  -ni  «       -VT  >      ment,  sued 

aot  refused  to  accept  it.      Fleas,    I.    Non  assumpsit  upon  a  contract 
2.  Denial  of  the  bargain  and   sale.     3.   Denial  that  ^emsdy^  as 
plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing,  &c.     4.  That  defendant  ^^^.^^^ 
did  not  refuse  to  accept,  but  that  plaintiffs  refused  to  de-  v^^  that 

*^  "^  tliere  was  an- 

lirer,  or  to  permit  defendant  to  take  it  away :  verification,  other  director, 

not  named  as 

Replication  to  the  last  plea,  de  injuria,  generally.  plaintiff,  who 

had  become 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  bankrupt,  and 
in  London  after   Trinity  term,  18379  it  appeared  that  decUned  to  act, 
the  plaintiffs  were  directors  of  a  joint  stock  company,  ^,d^of  d^* 
called  the  London  United  Mine  Company,  consisting  of  J^'^^^*'*'* 
se?eral  shareholders  besides  the  plaintiffs,  and  formed  fumade. 

Held  (on 

under  a  deed  of  settlement,  which  was  not  produced,  non  assump- 

111  1    ^.  .    .       J    MO»**>«f»e 

It  was  shewn  that  a  person  named  Chance^  not  jomed  plaintiffs  ought 

as  oo-plaintiff,  had  been  a  director  seven  years  before  duce^d  Uie^eed 

the  contract  declared  on  and  action  brought;  that  he  Jhey'had^au- 

thcn  became  bankrupt,  and  had  ever  since  declined  and  ^^^^^\}!^  ^ j. 

ceased  to  act  or  attend  boards  as  director,  but  was  still  «ctors,  to  sue 

for  the  com- 

alive,  and  held  shares.    Two  other  directors  were  dead,  pany;  and  also 

rr%  111  A  1  *®  shew  that 

rhe  entire  number  had  been  seven.     A  correspondence  the  office  of 
between  defendant  and  the  secretary  of  the  company  determined  by 
was  put  in,  to  prove  a  contract  with  the  directors,  in  by"roluntarily' 
which  the  secretary  sometimes  spoke  in  the  name  of  ^^•'"^  ^  ■*•• 
the  directors,  and  sometimes  of  the  company  generally. 
On  the  defendant's  part  it  was  objected  that  the  let- 
ters shewed  no  binding  contract,  but  only  proposals 
Vol.  X.  I  and 
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and  negotiation ;  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  not 
satisfied ;  that  the  contract,  if  any,  was  with  the  com- 
pany, and,  consequently,  that  all  the  shareholders 
should  bcf  joined  as  plainti£fs ;  that  if  the  contract  was 
with  the  directors.  Chance  should  have  been  joined  as 
plaintiff,  or  his  non-joinder  accounted  for;  and  that  the 
deed  of  settlement  ought  to  have  been  produced.  The 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being  re- 
served to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  the  above  points. 

In  Michaelmas  term  following  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained 
accordingly  upon  the  effect  of  the  correspondence,  and 
on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  the  proper 
parties  to  sue. 


Sir  F.  Pollock  and  Swann  now  shewed  cause.  Whe- 
ther the  plaintiffs  are  the  proper  pjirties  to  sue  depends 
on  the  question  of  fact,  with  whom  the  defendant  con- 
tracted ?  Chance  never  acted  as  director  at  tlie  time  of 
the  contract,  it  is  impossible,  therefore,  to  suppose  that 
any  contract  was  made  with  him.  If  {here  was  a  doubt, 
it  ought  to  have  been  lefl  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
Chance  was  or  was  not  a  director  at  the  time  of  the  cor- 
respondence. If  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  contract 
through  their  solicitor  during  the  absence  of  one  of 
them,  who  has  never  acted  and  has  been  many  years 
abroad,  it  is  clear  that  they,  and  not  the  absent  person 
who  was  no  party  to  the  contract,  should  sue  and  be 
sued  on  it  Those  who  contract  with  a  fluctuating 
body,  and  in  general  terms,  must  be  taken  to  be  deal- 
ing with  the  persons  who  actually  constitute  the  body 
and  have  not  voluntarily  receded  from  it :  Metcalf  v. 
Bruin  (a).     It  is  said  the  deed  of  setdenient  should  be 


(a)  12  East,  iOO. 


produced : 
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produced;  but  the  cause  of  action  is  independent  of  it.        1839. 
It  is  enoueh  to  shew  that  the  barirain  was  made  with        "^ 

®  ®  Phklps 

the  then  directors,  and   that  the  plaintiffs  were  tlien        agmmt 

Ltlx« 

acting  as  such.  If  the  action  were  on  an  implied  con- 
tract, it  might  be  otherwise.  [The  argument  on  the 
other  points  is  omitted.] 

Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  and  Butt^  contri. 
If  the  contract  was  with  the  directors,  they  should  have 
all  joined  in  the  action,  for  the  action  must  be  by  the 
parties  actually  contracting,  or  those  really  interested. 
SUfmer  v.  Stocks  {a). .  It  was  not  proved  that  Chance  had 
ceased  to  be  a  director:  mere  bankruptcy  and  non-attend- 
ance would  not  discharge  him,  unless  there  was  a  pro- 
Tision  to  that  effect  in  the  deed,  which  was  not  produced. 
Bankruptcy  would  only  divest  him  of  a  beneficial  in- 
terest; and  absence  from  the  board  only  proves  a  neglect 
of  duty.     Tlie  contract  was  not  between  defendant  and 
certain  named  persons.  A,,  jB.,  C,  in  which  case  they 
alone  might  have  sued,  but  between  him  and  the  ^*  di- 
rectors'' generally,  whom  the  secretary  represented.     It 
is  said  the  evidence  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury ; 
but  this  was  not  requested  on  the  trial,  where  the  ques- 
tion was  treated  by  both  sides  as  matter  of  law.     Then, 
if  there  was  any  special  provision  authorising  the  direc- 
tors to  contract  and  sue  in  trust  for  the  company,  the 
tlced  of  settlement  should  have  been  produced.    Dickiti"     ' 
**  ▼.  Valpif  (ft)  and  Bramah  v.  Boberts  (c)  shew  that 
^'^ial  powers  must  be  proved  by  the  original  deed  from 
^Wch  they  are  derived. 

<a)  AB.iAliL  437.  (6}  10  B.  f  C,  128. 

Cc)  SArw  Co.  963. 

I  2  Lord 
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1839.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.    This  is  an  action  by  four  of 

the  directors  of  a  private  company  for  not  accepting 

against  goods  sold  by  them  to  the  defendant.  The  correspond- 
ence adduced  in  evidence  tends  rather  to  prove  a  con- 
tract with  the  company  than  with  the  directors,  but  this 
is  a  point  which  we  need  not  consider.  It  b  clear  that 
the  plaintiffs,  whose  right  of  action,  if  any,  depends  on 
the  fact  of  their  being  the  directors,  must  prove  them- 
selves to  be  such,  and  if  a  party  who  was  a  director 
has  been  omitted,  the  plaintiffs  must  shew  that  his 
character  of  director  has  been  legally  determined. 
For  this  purpose  they  ought  to  have  produced  the 
deed. 

LiTYLEDALE  J.  The  Company  may  authorise  certain 
persons  to  act  for  them,  and  to  sue  alone  upon  contracts 
^  expressly  entered  into  with  them.  Such  persons  would 
be  called  directors.  Are  the  plaintifis  such  directors,  and 
have  they  power  to  sue  on  behalf  of  the  company  ?  Xhis 
cannot  be  satisfactorily  shewn  without  producing  the 
deed.  As  to  Chance^  he  appears  to  be  still  interested 
as  a  shareholder ;  neither  his  bankruptcy  nor  his  non- 
attendance  necessarily  put  an  end  to  his  character  of 
director,  unless  it  be  so  provided  by  the  settlement  deed, 
which  was  not  in  evidence. 

Patteson  J.  I  give  no  opinion  on  the  question, 
whether  the  contract  here  was  with  the  directors  or  the 
company,  but  assume  that  it  was  with  the  former.  Of 
these  there  were  seven.  Two  are  dead.  Another  is 
still  living.  It  lies  on  the  plaintiffs  to  prove  that  he  has 
ceased  to  be  a  director,  and  by  what  circumstances. 
Absenting  himself  from  the  board  does  not,  in  point  of 

law. 
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law,  make  him  cease  to  be  one..   His  omission  to  do        1889. 
doty  is  no  proof  that  he  has  none  to  perform. 


Phsliv 
againtt 
Lylx. 


C^ixaiDGE  J.  The  directors  are  not  those  only  who 
happen  to  attend  a  board,  or  to  meet  on  a  particular 
day,  bat  those  who  are  directors  by  the  provisions  of  the 
deed  of  settlement  The  plaintiffs,  therefore,  ought  to 
We  shewn  themselves  to  be  the  proper  parties  to  sue 
^  producing  it. 

Rule  absolute  for  entering  a  nonsuit. 


De  Gondouin  against  Lewis  and  Another.      2^2!' 

TRESPASS  by  an  infant  (who  sued  by  G.  Humbert  I"  ^'"i^  «>' 
•^  taking  a  port- 

as  prochein  amy)  for  taking  and  detaining  a  port-  folio  and  dnw. 
ibiio  and  drawings.     Plea,  Not  guilty.  fendant,  an" 

Oo  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  Lewes  customs,  may 
summer  assiEes,  1837,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  MuLre^y 
«  French  boy  who  had  arrived  at  Brighton  by  a  packet  jj^'^'^jff^' 
**  a  late  hour  of  the  evening  in  the  month  of  September.  contMned 

rwn  ®  drawings  liable 

ifle  defendants,  who  werct  officers  of  the  customs,  re-  toseiaurefor 

9oire<l  that  all  luggage,  except  night-things,  should  be  du^,  which  the 

^    Oil  board  for  examination  on  the  following  morn-  theactofcany- 

^*        Tlie  plaintiff  was  in  the  act  of  passing  from  the  JJ^  forJlJiT"* 

^^  t^  the  pier  by  a  plank  or  platform  with  a  portfolio  "^^^^^ 

^^^^xxmg  some  drawings,  when  defendants  forcibly  took  '**  ^^^  ""^^ 

ft,  ^^_  feiture,  but 

^(j,^^'^  iNurpoie  of  examination ;  and  though  the  articles  seised  were  in  fact  returned  after 

y>^  ^^amined ;  and  no  demand  of  them  had  been  made  before  the  seisure. 
tij^^T^^^lev  tliat  if  the  plaintiff  hid  sued  for  the  asiault»  the  defendant  could  not  have  Jus- 
Q^  ^^[^Hthout  shewing  either  a  previous  demand  or  some  circumstance  to  warrant  the 

i^J^^^^crce  in  the  fiist  instance. 
OBft^^^oe  of  action  (under  staL  3  &  4  IT.  4.  c.  53.  «.  103.)  by  an  infant  to  an  officer  of  the 
ihP^^^^  may  be  given  by  his  prochein  amy,  although  he  may  Uot  be  the  prochein  amy  on 

I  5  it 
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1839.  it  from  him.  It  was  not  proved  that  defendants  had  first 
asked  him  to  deliver  it  up.    Early  on  the  following  morn- 

against  ing  it  was  examined  and  returned  to  plainti£F  by  one  of 
the  defendants,  who  said  *^  it  was  all  right.''  The  notice 
of  action  was  in  the  following  form,  ^^To  Mr.  Comptroller 
Lewis/*  &c. — "  You  having  wrongfully  seized  and  taken 
from  the  person  of  Adolphe  de  Gondouin  of**  &c.  "  his 
portfolio,  containing  drawings,  the  performance  of  his 
own  hand,  and  not  contraband  or  seizable  "  &c.  **  I  do, 
therefore,  give  you  and  each  of  you  notice  that  I  shall, 
at  or  after  the  expiration  of  one  calendar  month  from 
the  service  of  this  notice,  cause  a  writ  of  summons  to  be 
sued  out  of  the  court  of  King's  Bench  against  you,  and 
each  of  you,  at  the  suit  of  the  said  A.  de  Gondouin  for 
the  said  trespasses,  and  proceed  thereupon.''  Dated  &c« 
Signed  "  Yours  &c  Augustus  Pitcher^  No.  88,"  &c. 
^*  acting  on  behalf  and  as  the  prochein  friend  of  the  said 
A,  de  Gondouinj  an  infant  of  the  age  of  ten  years." 
Pitcher^  who  signed  the  notice,  was  the  attorney  whose 
name  was  indorsed  on  the  writ  as  attorney  of  the  pro- 
chein amy  on  the  record. 

At  the  trial  it  was  objected,  1.  that  the  notice  was  in- 
sufficient; but  the  objection  was  over-ruled,  with  leave 
to  mention  it  to  the  Court  above,  if  necessary :  2.  that 
the  defendants  had  a  right  to  detain  the  goods  for  ex- 
amination at  a  convenient  time;  S  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  52.  ss.  2j 
14,  56y  8c  57.;  and  that,  as  the  goods  were  admitted  to 
be  drawings,  which  are  liable  to  a  duty  by  S  &  4  fF.  4. 
c.  SS.j  and  were  illegally  unshipped,  they  were  forfeited, 
and  might  be  seized  accordingly ;  8  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  53. 
55.  15,  28,  32.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  of  opinion 
that  a  defence  was  made  out,  but  directed  the  jury 
to  find  such  damages  as  they  thought  fit  on  the  sup- 
position 


Lb  WIS. 
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position  of  the  seizure  being  illegal.     The  jury  found 
one  farthing  damages  ;   whereupon   the  plaintiff  was 
nonsuited,  with  liberty  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for        agmntt 
that  amount.      WaUinger^  in  the  following  term,  ob- 
tained a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

Sir  J.  CampbeUy  Attorney-General,  and  Spankie  SerjU 
DOW  shewed  cause.  The  notice  was  insufficient.  Stat. 
3  &  4  ^.  4.  r.  5S*  5.  lOS.  requires  notice  of  action  "  by 
the  attorney  or  agent  of  the  party."  Pitcher  was  pro- 
chdn  amy,  and  not  attorney,  of  the  plaintiff;  and  though 
it  will  be  said  that  an  infant  cannot  appoint  an  attorney, 
;et  his  prochein  amy  can.  Independently  of  the  notiqe, 
tbe  drawings  had  been  actually  taken  out  of  the  boat 
without  paying  or  securing  the  duty ;  this  occasions  a 
forfeiture  of  the  drawings  and  of  the  portfolio  contain- 
ing them,  by  8  &  4  W.^.  c.  5S.  s.  28.  Then,  all  goods 
liable  to  forfeiture  may  be  seieed  in  any  place  by  an 
officer  of  the  custcmis,  by  sect.  S2  of  the  same  act 

Wallinger,  contra,  was  stopped,  upon  the  point  of 
notice,  Tie  Court  expressing  a  clear  opinion  that  a  pro- 
chein amy  was  a  sufficient  attorney,  or  at  all  events,  an 
"  agent'*  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  notice.    As  to  the 
merits,  the  drawings  may  possibly  have  been  articles 
exempted  from  duty ;  at  all  events  they  were  not  taken 
as  forfeited.     The  return  of  them  to  the  plaintiff  shews 
there  was  no  intention  to  seize  on  that  ground.     If  the 
P'^  had  been  special,  the  plaintiff  might  have  newly 
A^^ed  that  they  were  seized  for  another  and  different 
porpose,  and  not  as  forfeited.     Even  if  forfeited,  they 
^^ght   to  have  been  demanded  before  seizure.     It  is 
9ue$tiQi22il^]e  whether   the  defendants   ought  to  have 

I  4  forcibly 
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18S9.        forcibly  taken  them  from  the  person  at  all:  a  seizure 
"7  under  such  circumstances  is  against  common  right,  as 

agama  appears  by  the  rule  against  taking,  under  a  distress  or 
execution,  an  article  in  use,  or  on  the  person :  Storey  v, 
,  Bobinson  (/i),  Sunbolf  v.  Afford  (b).  It  is  a  breach  of 
the  peace.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  That  is  not  your  com- 
plaint here.  Coleridge  J.  If  personal  custody  is  to 
protect  forfeited  goods,  the  revenue  laws  cannot  be 
enforced.  If  there  was  personal  violence,  the  plaintiff 
has  not  brought  his  action  for  it;  and,  as  for  the  goods, 
they,  being  forfeited,  were  no  longer  his.]  It^was  not 
shewn  upon  the  trial  that  the  goods  were  actually  for- 
feited. [Patteson  J.  Sect  32  authorises  seizure  of  goods 
«  liable  to  forfeiture.*'] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  If  the  plaintiff  had  sued  in 
trespass  for  an  assault,  the  evidence  would  not  have 
amounted  to  a  justification ;  for  I  do  not  think  an  officer 
can  forcibly  take  goods  from  the  person  without  a  pre- 
vious demand,  unless,  indeed,  there  be  fraud,  or  some- 
thing to  justify  the  use  of  force  in  the  first  instance.  But 
here  the  action  is  in  respect  of  the  goods,  which  were 
undoubtedly  liable  to  seizure.  Storey  v.  Bobinson  (a) 
was  an  action  for  an  assault,  and  is  therefore  inap* 
plicable. 

LiTTLEDALB  J.  The  goods  were  actually  unshipped^ 
and  being  liable  to  a  duty,  and,  therefore,  to  forfeiture 
for  non-payment  of  it,  were  justly  seized  by  the  de- 
fendants* 

(a)  6  r.  A  138.  (6)  SM.^  W,  248. 

Patteson 


Lewis. 
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Patteson  J.     If  a  demand  had  been  required  as  a        1839. 

condition  precedent  to  seizure,  the  defendants  could  not       

have  justified ;  but  there  is  no  such  requisition.     The        agcdntt 
goods,  therefore,  were  liable  to  seizure ;  and  as  for  any 
unlawful  violence  in  the  act  of  taking,  the  plaintiff  has 
not  made  that  the  subject  of  his  action. 

Coleridge  J.  concurred. 

Rule  d&charged. 


Down  against  Hatcher  and   Charlotte,  his  Saturday, 

*^  May  4th. 

Wife,  Executrix  of  Rogers. 

INDEBITATUS  assumpsit  for  SOO/.  for  the  use  and  In  indebitatus 
^         •   .       «  t       -n  1  awumpsit  for 

occupation  of  a  dairy  farm  by  Eogers^  the  testator,  various  debts, 

Sd  count,  for  100/.  for  agistment  of  testator's  cattle.    3d  the  whole  toT 

count,  for  100/.  for  money  due  on  an  account  stated  declaration  ad- 

between  plaintiflf  and  testator.     Breach,  that  although  "/^grST*"* 

the  plainti£Phad  received  15SL  5s.  Sd.  on  account  of  the  '^^^^^^f 

said  several  sums,  **  yet  the  residue  thereof,  to  wit,  the  the  residue 

remained  un- 

sam  of  500/.  remained  unpaid  **  &c.,  to  the  plaintiff's  paid,  to  plain- 
tiff's damaffe 
damage  of  200/.    Plea,  as  to  the  said  residue  of  the  said  ofsooL    Flea, 

sums,  that  after  the  promise  and  before  action,  defend-  x«sidue,  that 

ant  Charlotte^  as  such  executrix,  paid  plaintiff  6/.  10s.  ^a  plSltMr***' 

in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said  residue,  and  ^^^'  ^  ]i 

of  all  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof;  and  that  plain^-  »«irf«:tion 

^  ^  thereof,  and  of 

tiff  accepted  and  received  the  said  6/.  10s.  in  such  full  aU  causes  of 

action  in  re« 

satisfaction  and  discharge  as   aforesaid.     Verification,  spect  thereof. 
Replication,  that  defendant,  Charlotte,  as  such  executrix,  denied  the 
did  not  pay  plaintiff  the  said  sum,  modo  et  formS.    Con-  Mdiffi^on, 

and,  upon  issue 
joined,  the  jury  found  for  defendant. 
Held/  that  the  plea,  alleging  the  acceptance  of  a  less  in  satisfaction  of  a  larger  sum,  was' 
bad  after  verdict;  and  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto. 

elusion 
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1839. 


elusion  to  the  country.  The  particular  of  demand  was 
for  240i  for  the  rent  of  a  dairy  of  twenty-four  cows, 
and  gave  credit  for  158/.  5s.  8i.,  leaving  the  diiFerepce 
(SlL  145.  ^(L)  as  the  sum  sought  to  be  recovered.  At 
the  trial  before  Patteson  J.  at  the  summer  assizes  at 
Bridgwater,  18379  the  defendants  obtained  a  vei^ict 
In  the  following  term,  Barslcfw  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  or  for  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  of  a  perverse  verdict. 


Rogers  and  Fitzherbert  now  shewed  cause  (a).  The 
question  is,  whether  this  plea  of  payment  is  bad  after 
verdict.  The  damages  sought  to  be  recovered  by  the 
declaration  are  limited  to  200/.;  and  the  sum  of  6/.  105. 
is  pleaded  as  accepted  in  satisfaction.  This  would  per- 
haps be  bad  on  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  a  less  sum 
can  be  no  satisfaction  of  a  greater;  Cumber  v.  Wane  {b\ 
Fitch  V.  Sutton  (c),  Thomas  v.  Heathorti  {d) ;  but  if  there 
be  any  circumstances  under  which  a  less  sum  may  be  a 
legal  satisfaction  of  a  greater,  the  Court  will  presume 
after  verdict  that  s6ch  was  the  case  here.  Wilkinson  v. 
Byers  (e)  shews  that  payment  of  the  same,  or  a  less  sum 
than  the  sum  demanded,  may  be  a  good  consideration 
for  a  promise  to  stay  proceedings ;  as  where  the  debt  is 
unliquidated,  and  the  Court  would  interfere  to  stay  an 
action  continued  after  such  payment,  and  acceptance. 
If  so,  it  seems  to  follow  that  such  payment,  if  pleaded, 
would  be  an  answer  to  the  action.     Parke  J.  there  says, 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledale,  Batteson^  and  Coleridge  Js. 

(Jb)  1  Stra.  4S6.  (c)  5  Eott,  SSO. 

{d)  2B.  ^  C.  477.  SmWt*t  Leading  Cotes,  vol.  i.  p.  147,  note  to 
Cumber  v.  Wane,  was  also  cited. 

(e)  \  A,  ^  E.  106. ;  and  see  Reynolds  ▼.  Pin/iowe,  Cro,  Elix,  429. 
there  cited. 

^expressly. 
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^pressly,  that  payment  of  a  less  sum  than  the  demand        1889. 
is  a  satisfaction,  where  the  debt  is  unliquidated.     Here       "^^ 
tbe  action  is  for  unliquidated  damages;  and  although  the        againsi 
plaintiff  necessarily  specifies  the  sum  at  which  he  estimates 
bis  damage^  that  amount  is  not  material.     In  Jourdain 
▼•  Johnson  (a),  a  plea  of  payment  into  court  of  a  less  sum 
seems  not  to  have  been  considered  bad  by  the  Court  on 
that  ground,  but  because  it  treated  several  counts  as  one. 
A  distinction  is  there  made  between  debt  and  assumpsit. 
Wright  V.  Acres  {b)  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the  plea. 
Ilere  a  plea  of  payment  of  10/.  in  satisfaction  of  the 
promises  and  damages,  pleaded  to  a  declaration  of  in- 
debitatus assumpsit  containing  two  counts  for  10/.  each, 
aod  laying  the  damages  at  20/.,  was  held  good  after 
verdict;  and  though  it  is  true  that  a  nolle  prosequi  as 
^  one  count  had  narrowed  the  issue,  yet  it  does  not 
Appear   that  the  decision  of  the  Court  depended  al- 
^gether  upon  that  fact  (c).     Mee  v.   Tamlinson  (d)  was 
"*cided  on  special  demurrer. 

^^r-stowj  contr^.     Though  there  may  be  no  case  in 

^Mch    a  similar  plea  has  been  decided  to  be  bad  after 

''•'^ict,  yet,  as  this  is  admitted  to  be  bad  on  general  de- 

Qrr^^^  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  verdict  that  can 

^^^  tile  defect,  it  must  be  taken  to  be  still  bad.    Thomas 

'  ^^^^^ham  {e)  shews  that  the  plea  is  bad  in  substance, 

^b«t  if  such  a  transaction  can  constitute  a  defence,  it 

^l^  be  pleaded  according  to  its  legal  efiect,  viz.  as  a 

*^^^nt  of  the  whole,  and  a  return  of  part  by  way  of  a 

^^^     ^   C  M.^  R.  564.  (ft)  6A.^E.  726. 

>\,j^^^     ^^  report  of  the  same  case  was  read  from  Witt,  WoU,  and  Dav,  328., 
/^^       '^as  more  favourable  to  the  defendants. 

^     -^JL^  E,  262.  (e)  2  B*  i  C.  477. 

.      gift. 
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18S9. 

Down 

ogtnnst 

Hatchbb. 


gift.  It  is  true  that  an  agreement  to  accept  part,  founded 
on  a  sufficient  consideration,  may  be  a  defence ;  but  the 
agreement  must  be  pleaded,  and  cannot  be  left  to  pre- 
sumption or  conjecture  even  after  verdict.  Seijt.  Wil- 
Hams  in  note  (1)  to  Stennel  v.  Hogg  (a),  lays  down  the 
rule,  that  where  the  issue  joined  necessarily  required,  at 
the  trial,  proof  of  the  facts  defectively  stated  or  omitted, 
there  the  defect  or  omission  is  cured  by  verdict.  But 
here  the  only  question  in  issue  was,  whether  6/.  105.  was 
accepted  in  satisfaction  of  the  residue,  which  may  be 
quite  true,  and  yet  no  answer.  It  is  impossible  to  pre- 
sume that  the  jury  found  payment  of  enough  to  cover 
all  the  residue  mentioned  in  the  declaration ;  for  that 
was  never  in  issue.  [He  then  offered  to  take  a  verdict 
with  nominal  damages,  if  the  defendants  would  consent; 
upon  which  the  Court  suspended  their  judgment.] 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  of  the  term, 
{Wechiesdayy  May  8th)  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  that  the  plea  was  bad  after  verdict,  and  that  there 
must  be  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto. 

Rule  absolute  for  judgment  non  obstante 
veredicto. 


(a)  1  Wmt.  Sound.  228. 
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18S9. 


Strange  and  Others  against  Price.  Saturday, 

May  4th. 

A  SSUMPSIT  by  indorsee  against  indorser  of  a  bill  «  Messn.  s. 
of  exchange,  drawn  21st  October  18S6,  payable  two  }|^^  Mr.'p. 
months  aRer  date,  accepted  by  John  Betterton.     Pleas,  ^^^^^^ 
denying  1.  the  acceptance;  2.  the  notice  of  dishonour.  87^5*.  is  not 


thereon.     On  the  trial  before  Patteson  J.  at  the  doner,  Mr.  p. 

n  ,. ,  .  ^'  called  upon 

Salimry  summer  assizes,  1837)  it  was  proved  that  the  to  pay  the 
following  letter  was  sent  by  plaintiffs  to  defendant  on  will  be  ex- 
Am»ier  29th,  1S86.  SSl^ii": 

December 

^  Messrs.  Strange  and  Co.  inform  Mr.  James  Price  1836." 

,  °  Held,  not 

^t  Mr.  John  Betterton\  acceptance,  87^  5s.  is  not  paid,  sufficient  notice 

^  indorser,  Mr.  Price  is  called  upon  to  pay  the  money,  honour  of  a  bill 

^hich  will  be  expected  immediately.  payable  2?L    ' 

"^lILv.  James  PHce,  c«n^24th. 
"  Fairford. 

**  Swindon,  December  1836.'* 

^  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintifls,  with  leave  to 
^ove  to  enter  a  nonsuit  if  the  Court  should  consider 
^  notice  insufficient  Erie,  in  the  ensuing  terra,  ob- 
^'^^d  a  rule  accordingly. 

^^otwfer  and  Bull  now  shewed  cause.     The  letter 

^  ^  sufficient  notice.     Abbott  C.  J.  says,  in  Hartley  v. 

^^*^  (d),  «*  There  is  no  precise  form  of  words  necessary 

^^   used  in  giving  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  a  bill  of 

^^gCy  but  the  language  used  must  be  such  as  to 

'^'^^y  notice  to  the  party  what  the  bill  is,  and  that 

™^^*^^nt  of  it  has  been  refused  by  the  acceptor.     Here 

(a)  ^B.fC.  S39. 

the 
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18S9.        the  letter  in  question  did  not  convey  to  the  defendant 


Stranoz 


any  such  notice ;  it  does  not  even  say  that  the  bill  was 
againtt  ever  accepted.''  In  Tindal  v.  Brown  (a),  Ashkuni  J. 
said,  ^^  Notice  means  something  more  thdiXi  knatdedge ; 
because  it  is  competent  to  the  holder  to  give  credit  to 
the  maker.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that  the  maker 
does  not  intend  to  pay^  but  thai  he  (the  holder)  does  not 
intend  to  give  credit.  In  the  present  case  there  is  no 
notice ;  for  the  party  ought  to  know  whether  the  holder 
intends  to  give  credit  to  the  maker,  or  whether  he  in- 
tends to  resort  to  the  indorser."  Hartley  v.  Case  {b) 
introduced  a  greater  precision  than  was  before  thought 
requisite,  but  the  present  notice  meets  every  test  fur- 
nished by  either  of  these  cases.  The  defendant  is  told 
that  the  plainti£&  look  to  him  as  indorser,  by  reason 
of  Bettefton^s  acceptance  not  being  paid.  Solarte  v. 
Palmer  (c)  seems  to  lay  down  a  rule  of  increased  strict- 
ness :  but  the  terms  in  which  that  case  was  decided  hav^ 
been  the  subject  of  much  discussion  since ;  and  the  deci- 
sion, at  all  events,  is  not  unfavourable  to  the  present 
plaintiff,  for  there  the  notice  did  not  even  shew  that 
the  bill  had  been  accepted.  It  is  true  that,  in  Boulton' 
V.  WeUh  (rf),  Tindal  C.  J.  said,  *«  The  rule  requires 
that,  either  expressly  or  by  necessary  inference,  the 
notice  shall  disclose  that  the  bill  or  note  has  been  dis- 
honoured." "  The  two  important  facts  are,  that  pay- 
ment of  the  bill  has  been  demanded  of  the  acceptor, 
and  that  payment  has  not  been  obtained.  In  like  man- 
ner, in  the  case  of  a  promissory  note,  the  notice  should 
shew  a  presentment  to  the  maker,  a  demand  of  payment, 

(a)  1  r.  R,  167.  (6)  4  J&.  4-  C.  339. 

(c)  1  New  Co.  194.    S.  C.  8  Btigh,  N.  S.  874.    S.  C.  m  £xcM.  Ckamb, 
7  Bing.  530. 

(d)  3  New  Ca,  688. 

and 
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andrefasaL     Here,  the  notice  only  states  that  the  note        1889. 

became  due  and  was  returned  unpaid.     These  facts  are 

compatible  with  an  entire  omission  to  present  the  note 

to  the  maker."     But  the  rule  of  "  necessary  inference" 

was  applied  too  strictly  in  that  case,  according  to  the 

jodgment  of  the   Court  of  Exchequer  in  Hedger  v. 

Steavenson  (a),  which  agrees  with  the  decision  of  this 

court  in  Grugeon  v.  Smith  {b).     The  last  three  cases 

were  under  the  consideration  of  the  Court  of  Common 

Pleas  in  Hoidditch  v.  CatUy  (c\  but  the  circumstances 

there  rendered  it  unnecessary  for  the  Court  either  to 

reverse  or  to  affirm  its  former  decision.     Parke  B.  says, 

in  Hedger  v.  Steavenson  {d),  **  It  seems  to  me  enough  if 

it  appear  by  reasonable  intendment,  and  would  be  in* 

ferred  by  any  man  of  business,  that  the  bill  has  been 

presented  to  the  acceptor,  and  not  paid  by  him."     If 

that  be  so,  the  notice  here  is  clearly  sufficient     The 

word  <<  returned"  has  been  relied  upon  as  having  a  pe- 

collar  mercantile  signification,  but  there  is  no  ground 

'^f  such  an  assertion.     A  particular  expression  is  not 

®*®^^tial :  any  words  which  convey  a  distinct  idea  of  the 

*«t  are  sufficient.    [LittUdale  J.    The  word  «  returned  " 

^!***'d  not  be  proper  in  many  cases;  for  instance  if  the 

•^■^y  presented  the  bill  himself.     Coleridge  J.     The 

P*ties  very  often   are   not  mercantile  men;  if  their 

^"derstanding  is  to  be  a  test  in  any  instance,  there  will 

be  different  rules  for  different,  cases.]     Here  any  person 

^<>nl<l  understand  that  the  defendant  was  looked  to  as 

indorser  in  consequence  of  the  bill  not  being  paid  at 

'^^turity.     The  notice  is  very  different  from  those  in 

(a)  2M.^W.  799.  (6)  6  A.  i;  E.  499. 

(c)  ANtw  Co. 411.  \d)  2M.  ^  W.  805. 

Hartley 


Price. 
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18S9.        Hartley  v.  Case  {a)  and  Solarte  v.  Palmer  {b\  which  did 
not  even  shew  that  the  bill  had  been  accepted.     \Patle^ 

SrmANOi 

againu  SOU  J.  That  was  not  the  material  point ;  the  ground  of 
decision  was  that  the  bill  did  not  appear  by  the  notice 
to  have  been  dishonoured.  In  the  present  case  the 
notice  does  not  shew,  by  date  or  otherwise,  that  the  bill 
is  overdue.]  That  has  never  been  held  essential.  The 
fact,  that  the  bill  was  overdue  when  the  notice  was  given, 
would  be  matter  of  evidence  at  the  trial.  It  must  be 
inferred  from  the  notice  that'the  bill  had  been  presented, 
and  it  would  not  have  been  presented  unless  due. 

ErUf  contr^.  This  notice  is  bad,  as  not  shewing  that 
payment  has  been  demanded  and  refused.  A  plaintiff 
might  give  such  a  notice,  though  he  had  always  kept  the 
bill  in  his  own  pocket.  Abbott  C.  J.,  in  Hartley  y« 
Case{a\  insists  on  the  necessity  of  shewing,  by  the 
notice,  that  payment  has  been  refused  by  the  acceptor. 
The  holder  must  not  merely  say  to  his  indorser,  **  I 
look  to  you,  as  indorser,  for  payment;''  he  must  assert 
the  dishonour  of  the  bill  by  the  primary  party.  The 
decision  in  Solarte  v.  Palmer  {b)  was  the  confirmation,  by 
two  successive  courts  of  error,  of  the  principle  laid  down 
in  Hartley  v.  Case  (a).  Here  the  dishonour  of  the  bill 
does  not  appear  on  the  notice,  either  (as  Tindal  C  J. 
said  in  Solarte  v.  Palmer  (c) ),  "  in  express  terms  or  by 
necessary  implication."  The  principle  of  the  two  last- 
cited  cases  gave  the  ground  of  decision  in  Boulton  v. 
Welsh  {d).  The  word  "  returned  "  was  insisted  upon  there, 

(a)  AB.i  C,  339. 

(6)  1  New  Ca,  194.     &  C.  8  BU^  N.S,  874.    S.  C  in  Exdu  Chamb. 
7  BiMg,520, 

(c)  7  B'mg.  533.  (d)  3  New  Co.  688. 

but 
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but  w^itlioat  saccessy  as  a  word  of  known  mercantile  sig-        18 89. 

iii£catioD,  and  affording  a  **  necessary  inference'*  that 

the  xiotc  had  been  presented  and  dishonoured.     Hedger 

V.  St^42T^enson  (a),  Grugeon  v.  Smith  (i),  and  Hoidditch  v. 

Cautj^  (jz\  where  it  was  held  that  sufficient  notice  had 

been     g^ven,  were  all  different  cases  from  this:  in  the 

first      ^^^o  the  notices  shewed  that  the   note   and  bill 

had    b^cn  noted  for  non-payment;   in  the  third  there 

was    a.n  acknowledgment  by  the  defendant:   and  the 

BoUoes  in  all  contained  the  word  "  returned,"  which,  as 

parAre    B.  observed  in  Hedger  v.    Steavenson  (a),   "  is 

a\mo8t  a  technical  term  in   matters  of  this  nature,  and 

means  that  the  bill  has  come  to  maturity,  has  been  pre- 

s^^^,  and  has  not  been  paid."     It  is  not  necessary  to 

intend  that  this  word  is  essential  in  every  notice ;  but 

some  generally  known  term  on  such  subjects  ought  to 

be  used;  as  the  word  "dishonoured;"  Woodthorpe  y, 

.Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.  I  have  some  doubt  as  to  the 
reasoning  on  which  the  decisions  in  Hartley  v.  Case  (e) 
^^  in  Solarte  v.  Palmer  {g)  have  turned ;  but  the  de- 
cision in  the  latter  case  (as  was  observed  in  the  Court  of 
*^chequer  (h) )  is  binding,  and  I  think  it  authorises 
our  saying  here  that  the  notice  is  not  sufficient.  As  in 
^^^rt^  V.  Pahner  (g),  so  here,  the  notice  does  not  con- 
^^y  tvkW  information  that  the  bill  has  been  dishonoured. 

C«)    S  JU:  ^  IT.  799.  (6)  €A.iB.  499. 

^^>   ^  -^ew  Ca,  411.  (d)  2  M.  ^  W,  109. 

V.«^    *  -»•  4.  C.  339. 

U7  I  .ZV^  C^  194.  5.  C.  8  BUgh,  N,  S.  874.    S.  C.  in  JSxch.  Chamb. 

WSee  JE[edger^.SUavenaim,2M[.^  Jf.  BOS. 

^^^  X.  K  In 
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18  39.        In  all  the  cases  where  such  notices  have  been  held 

defective,  it  might  have  been  said  that  they  furnished  a 

agaimt  reasonable  implication  of  the  fact :  but  clearly  that  is 
not  sufficient :  the  notice  must  be  a  positive  statement 
that  the  bill  has  been  accepted  and  dishonoured.  In 
cases  where  the  strict  rule  has  been  thought  not  ap- 
plicable, there  have  been  circumstances  connected  with 
the  notice  which  shewed  that  the  necessary  implication 
did  arise. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  To  persous  in  general,  perhaps,  a 
notice  like  this  would  convey  the  requisite  information  ; 
but,  if  we  are  to  lay  down  a  rule  on  the  subject,  we  must 
say  that  such  a  notice  is  insufficient.  It  is  not  said  that 
the  bill  has  been  dishonoured,  or  returned ;  consistently 
with  the  language  used,  it  might  never  have  been  pre- 
sented, and  have  remained  unpaid  by  reason  of  the 
holder's  laches. 

Patteson  J.  I  thought  this  case  might  by  pos- 
sibility be  distinguished  from  Solatie  v.  Palmer  (a),  and 
was  anxious  that  it  should  be  discussed ;  but  no  real 
distinction  can  be  drawn.  It  is  argued  that  the  ac*  ' 
ceptor*s  default  may  be  inferred  from  the  defendant 
being  called  upon  as  indorser ;  but  that  was  suggested 
also  in  Solatie  v.  Palmer  (a).  Here,  as  in  that  case,  the 
notice  does  not  furnish  the  date  of  the  bill,  or  the  time 
of  its  becoming  due.  I  do  not  say  that  that  is  essen- 
tial ;  but  the  notice  is  at  all  events  open  to  the  objec- 
tion which  prevailed  in  Solarte  v.  Palmer  (a),  that  the 
fact  of  dishonour  is  not  fully  shewn,  and  we  are  bound 
by  that  decision. 

(o)  1  Nem  Co.  194.    S.  C.  SBligh,  N.  S.  874.    S.  C,  in  Erch,  Chamb. 
7  Bmg.  530. 

COLERIOGK 
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Coleridge  J.     I  also  think  that  we  are  bound  by        1S39. 
Solarte  v.  Palmer  (a).     The  cases  referred  to,  in  which       — 

1  .  ...  Strange 

the  notices  have  been  held  good,  were  distinguishable        agmtut 
from  that,  by  the  word  "  returned  **  or  "  dishonoured," 
or  by  a  reference  to   notarial  charges.     The  case  in 
favour  of  the  notice  is  less  strong  where  only  one  of 

these  circumstances  occurs ;  but,  in  all  the  instances,  one 

&t  least  has  been  found. 

Rule  absolute  (£). 

(•)  1  New  Co.  194.    i^.  C.  8  BHghy  N.  S.  874.     S.  C.  m  Exc/i,  Chamb, 
(b)  Ilie  following  case  was  decided  in  Trtn%  term,  1840. 

CooKE  against  French.  j^^T^Sbu 

Tm»  WIS  an  action  by  indorsee  against  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange ;  «  j^/g  accept- 

pws,  no  notice  of  dishonour.    On  the  trial  before  fTUlianu  J.  at  the  sittings  ance  for  200/., 

in  afittfeicr,  in  Triniiy  term  1 840,  the  following  notice  was  proved.     «  I  ^"'^  »"^  "*" 

^  to  infonn  you,  that  Mr.  Duterrau'u  acceptance  for  200^,  drawn  and  ^„0  ^ig^  j^. ' 

''''^^*^"^  by  you,  due  Slst  JvXy^  has  been  presented  for  payment  and  re-  has  been  pre- 

*"""^  and  now  remains  unpaid."     The  jury,  under  the  learned  Judge's  ««"^*^  ^^l  P»y- 
^i*^x         -       ,  ,.       -       ,        ...«.«.,..  ment  and  re- 

'^vcuoQ,  found  a  ▼erdict  for  the  plaintiff.      jfej/Sr,  m  the  same  term,   turned  and 

(4&y  4th),  moved  (before  Lord  Benman  C.  J.,  LUtledaJe,  Pattesorij  and   now  remains 

^^"^fee  Ji.)  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  contending  ""P"/ *"  "  *. 
tfatt  »K  ,  .  '    ^.^  .       .      .  ^     ,  sufficient  notice 

<Ae  notice  was  bad,  because  it  did  not  apprise  the  defendant  that  he  gf  dishonour. 

»«ttld  be  held  liable.     He  cited  Burgh  ▼.  Legge,  5  M.  ^  W,  418. 

Cur,  ado.  vuiL 

i*os  J.    Bbhmait  C.  J.,  on  a  subse4uent  day  of  the  term,  (Mtu/  6th) 
^e  Court  were  of  opinion  that  the  notice  of  dishonour  was  good. 

Rule  refused. 


^^    Queen  against  The  Poor  Law  Com-    Monday, 

.      .  May  6th 

missioners. 
*^    the  Matter  of  The  Cambridge  Union. 
^is  case  is  reported,  9  A.  ^  E.  page  103. 
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Monday,  'J'he  QuEEN  Qgainst  Crossle^  and  Robinson. 

May  6th.  ^  ^ 


An  indictment 
against  over- 


TNDICTMENT   (7th  January  18S8),  on  stat.  4  & 

s^rv  on  sect  47         s  IV,  4.  c.  16.  s.  47.j  against  overseers  for  not  account- 

of  sut.  4  & 

5  w^.  4.  c.  76.,   ing.    The  first  count  recited  an  order  of  "  the  Poor-Law 

ing  to  the  audi-  Commissioners  for  England  and   Wales**  forming  the 

upon  request,'  township  of  Todmordeu  and  Walsden,  and  other  districts» 

pointed'by  him,  ^"^°  *  union  ;  and  that  a  union  and  board  of  guardians 

is  bad,  unless  ^gj.^  jy]y  formed  accordinffi v.    It  further  stated  another 

It  appear  that  ^  ^  '^ 

there  was  some   order  by  the  same  commissioners^  that  the  guardians 

rule,  order,  or  ^  ° 

regulation  of      should  appoint  an  auditor  of  the  un;on  ;  and  that  such 

thecommis-  j.  1        ,  1    r  •  •  1        • 

sioners  that  the  auditor  stiould,  tour  times  m  every  year,  that  is  to  say, 

should  account  within  thirty  days  of  each  of  the  following  days,  viz.  La^ 

FMues*"*^  day,  Midsummer-dai/,  Michaelmas^day^  and  Chrisimas-dayf 

Where  no  audit  the  accounts  of  the  several  parishes  &c.  comprised 

such  order,  &c.  ^  ^  *^ 

is  alleged,  the     Jn  the  union,  "  according  to  the  laws  in  force  for  the  time 

indictment  can-  ^    ^       "  ^ 

not  be  sustained  being  for  the  administration  of  the  relief  of  the  poor:" 

after  verdict, 

merely  because  that  a  copy  of  the  last-mentioned  order,  under  seal,  &c 
in^renWorthe  was  "  duly  sent"  by  the  said  commissioners  to  the  over- 
that"defcndante  seers  of  each  parish  &c.,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
wJounted'for*  ^^^  ^^^'  ^^^*  defendants  were  overseers  of  the  said  town- 
one  whole  ghip  Qf  2;  and  fT.,  and  that  the  guardians  of  the  union 
Upon  such     had  duly  appointed  Jl  Gledhill  to  be  auditor,  whereof 

indictment  it  is 

sufficient, at  defendants  had  notice;  that  it  was  the  duty  of  defend- 
least  after  ver- 
dict, to  allege  ants,  as  such  overseers,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  pro- 
have  been  made  visions  of  the  act,  to  make  and  render  an  account  to  the 

by  «<the  Poor 

Law  Commissioners  for  EtigUtnd  and  Wiales,**  without  naming  each  commissioner;  and 
to  state  that  a  copy  of  the  order  under  seal,  &c.  was  "  duly  sent**  to  the  overseers,  without 
alleging  actual  service  or  it  on  them.     Per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  and  Patteson  J. 

Qu€Bre,  Whether  disobedience  of  an  order  of  the  commissioners  to  account  be  indictable 
under  sect.  98  before  the  third  offence? 

said 
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said  mJ^  G.,  as  such  auditor,  when  and  as  often  as,  the        18S9. 
rules,       orders,   and   regulations   of  the   commissioners     Yh"~o 
did     direct:    that  afterwards,  on  a   day  withki   thirty        t^ainn 

CaossLCT. 

days      of  Christmas-day   1838,  viz.  on  &c.,  defendants, 
as  sucrli  overseers,  w^ere  required  by  J.  G.,    as   such 
aaditoJT,  to  render  to  him  an  account  at  a  certain  day 
withir^    such  thirty  days,  to  wit  on  &c,  in  pursuance  of 
the     ssLid  act;  but  that  defendants,  not  regarding  &c. 
did    x^ot  render  such  account  at  the  said  time  at  which 
they  ymr^xt  so  required.  —  The  2d  and  3d  counts  were 
substantially  the   same.  —  The  4th  count   stated  that 
deie^iclants  were  overseers  of  the  above  township ;  that 
J.v:».  ^«vas  auditor  of  accounts  in  a  union  in  which  the 
«aMl  township  was  comprised  ;  that  defendants  were  re- 
"  '''^d  by  J.  G.  to  render  an  account  to  him  oh  a  cer- 
^    <iay,  viz.  on  2d  January  1838;    that  defendants 
*^ot,  at  the  time  of  the  inquisition,  rendered  an 
^^t  to  J.  G.  for  the  then  current  quarter,  and  that 
^^  their  duty  to  render  such  account  to  him ;  but 
vCVal  defendants  did  not  render  an  account  to  him  at  the 
time  when  they  were  so  required,  and  "from  thence 
continually  hitherto  "  have  neglected  to  render  an  ac- 
count &c. —  The  5th  count  was  similar  to  the  4th. — 
The  6th  count  stated  that  for  more  than  six  calendar 
months  before  committing  the  offence  ihereinafler  men- 
tioned, and  thence  continually  until  the  committing  &c., 
J.  6.  was  auditor  in  a  certain  union  in  which  the  above 
township  was  comprised ;  that  for  more  than  a  quarter 
of  a  year  preceding  that  time  defendants  were  overseers 
thereof,  and  continued  so  till  the  committing  &c. ;  that 
it  was  their  duty,  as  such,  to  render  an  account  to  J.  G., 
as  such  auditor,  once  at  least  in  every  quarter  of  a 
year  while  they  continued  overseers ;  that  J.  G.  on  &c. 
K  3  required 
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18S9.        required  defendants  to  render  such  account  on  a  certain 
day  then  to  come,  to  wit  on  &c. ;  that  defendants  had 

The  QuuN     ,     -^ 

agahut        not,  at  the  time  of  such  request,  rendered  any  account 

Crosslbt. 

to  him  for  the  then  current  quarter,  and  did  not  render 
one  to  him  on  the  day  required,  and  have  thence  con- 
tinually refused  to  render  &c. 

On  the  trial  before  Alderson  B.  at  the  last  Liverpool 
Spring  assizes,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Crown,  sub- 
ject to  a  motion  to  enter  a  verdict  for  defendants  on  the 
ground  that  the  auditor  was  not  legally  appointed. 

In  this  term  (18th  April)^  Dundas  moved  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  defendants  on  the  above  ground,  and  also 
to  arrest  judgment  on  the  following  grounds :  1.  That 
no  indictment  would  lie^  because  the  act  provides  a 
specific  penalty  in  sect.  95,  and  the  offence  was  not 
punishable  before ;  Rex  v.  Robinson  {a).  The  auditor 
being  a  servant  of  the  guardians,  the  disobedience  was 
of  their  order.  2.  That,  if  indictable,  the  offence  was 
not  properly  charged ;  for  that  the  names  of  the  com- 
missioners should  have  been  stated.  That,  although 
sect.  2  gives  them  an  official  style,  and  sect*  S  enables 
them  to  use  a  seal,  this  does  not  make  them  a  corpor- 
ation, nor  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  naming  them 
in  an  indictment;  Rex  v.  S/ierringtoti  {b).  There  a  sta- 
tute expressly  provided  that  property  might,  in  an 
indictment,  be  laid  in  ^*  the  trustees  of  the  poor  of*'  &c., 
yet  it  was  held  necessary  to  add  their  names,  because 
they  were  not  incorporated  {c).  3.  That  a  copy  of  the 
order  for  the  appointment  of  the  auditor  was  not 
alleged  to  have  been  personally  served  on  each  de* 
fendant,  which  was  necessary  to  bring  them  into  con- 
Co)  2  Burr.  799.  (6)  1  Leach,  C.  C.  513. 
(c)  See  Rex  v.  BeacaU,  Moody's  C.  C.  15. 

tempt  ; 
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tempt;  iZor  v.  Kingdon  {a).    The  Court  granted  a  rule        18S9. 


to  shew  cause  when  judgment  should  be  moved  for. 

Slmiie  and  Peel  now  shewed  cause  on  moving  for 
judgment  (A).  As  to  the  objections  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment (c) :  it  is  said  that  no  indictment  lies,  because 
sect  95  imposes  a  penalty  on  overseers  for  wilfully 
disobeying  the  legal  and  reasonable  orders  of  guardians 
in  carrying  the  orders  of  the  commissioners  into  execu- 
tion. But  this  is  not  an  offence  under  that  section,  nor 
under  sect  98.  The  defendants  are  not  charged  with 
^Ij^beying  the  guardians  or  commissioners,   but  the 

W  Scat.  4  &  5  IT.  4.  c  76.  f.  47.,  upon  which  the  indictment  was  framed, 

^''^te  **  lliat  every  OTeneer,  treasurer,  or  other  person  having  the  collec- 

^  receipt,  or  distribution  of  the  monies  assessed  for  the  relief  of  the 

P*^  >Q  Any  parish  or  union,  or  holding,  or  accountable  for,  any  balance  or 

nm  of  money,  or  any  books,  deeds,  papers,  goods,  or  chattels  relating  to 

^  >«li«f  of  the  poor,  or  the  collection  or  distribution  of  the  poor  rate  of 

*'7  pariah  or  union,  shall  once  in  every  quarter,  in  addition  to  the  annual 

'^^'■ut  now  by  law  required,  and  where  the  rules,  orders,  and  regulations 

^  ^<^  said  commissioners  shall  have  come  in  force,  then  as  often  as  the 

^^  >tiles,  orders,  and  regulations  shall  direct,  but  not  less  than  once  in 

^^  qoarler,  make  and  render  to  the  guardians,  auditors,  or  such  other 

^"*^*^s  as  by  virtue  of  any  statute  or  custom,  or  of  the  said  rules,  orders, 

*  ""^Sulationsy  may  be  appointed  to  examine,  audit,  allow,  or  disallow 

"'^  accounts,  or,  in  default  of  any  such  guardian,  auditor,  or  other 

•*"**«»  being  so  appointed  an  aforesaid,  then  to  the  justices  of  the  peace 

^ir  petty  sessions  for  the  division  in  which  such  parish  or  union  shall 

^  ""^tiaie,  a  full  and  distinct  account  in  writing  of  all  monies,  matters, 

**i*ngs  committed  to  their  charge,  or  received,  held,  or  expended  by 

^^  <^  behalf  of  any  such  parish  or  union,  and,  if  thereunto  required 

^  ^**c  Justices,  guardians,  auditors,  or  other  persons  authorised  in  thai 

//^C  afaall  verify  on  oath  the  truth  of  all  such  accounto  and  statements 

/^   ^tne  to  time  respectively,  or  subscribe  a  declaration  to  the  truth 

7^^^^^  in  manner  and  under  the  penalties  in  this  act  provided  for  par- 

tf^iog  false  evidence  or  refusing  to  give  evidence  under  the  pro- 


Tbe  QuKxv 

agtuntt 
CaocsLST. 


of  this  act ;  **  &c. 

V^^    *1^  argument  on   the  legality  of  the  appointment  of  auditor  is 
^^^,  the  Court  having  given  no  opinion  on  that  point. 

K  4  peremptory 


Ckosslkt. 
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18S9*        peremptory  directions  of  the  legislature  contained  in 

sect.  47.     It  is  a  disobedience  of  the  law,  for  which  the 

The  QuEKN  .  ,  . 

agaiftu        defendants  are  liable,  although  pecuniary  penalties  may 

be  superadded  by  another  and  distinct  provision  of  the 
same  act.  Rex.  v.  Robinson  (a)  is  an  authority  for  this. 
Reg.  V.  JVt/at  {b)  shews  that  neglect  of  duty  by  a  public 
officer  is  indictable  per  se  at  common  law,  independently 
of  any  order  or  re(][uest.  The  order  here  only  fixes  the 
time.  [Lord  Denman  C  J.  The  request  is  to  account 
on  a  certain  day.  The  defendants  may  have  done 
so  on  the  very  next  day,  and  yet  within  the  thirty 
days.  Patteson  J.  You  do  not  allege  any  order  of  the 
commissioners  to  the  overseers,  requiring  them  to  ac- 
count to  the  auditor,  nor  do  you  allege  it  to  be  a  rule  of 
the  commissioners  that  all  overseers  shall  render  an  ac- 
count to  him  at  his  request]  The  last  three  counts  dis- 
tinctly shew  a  neglect  to  account  for  one  quarter,  which 
defendants  were,  at  all  events,  bound  to  do.  The  fourth 
count  states  a  neglect  on  the  2d  oi  January  1838,  and 
thence  till  the  time  of  the  inquisition,  which  exceeds  a 
quarter ;  so  that  the  caption  of  the  indictment  shews  a 
breach  of  duty.  [^Littledale  J.  That  is  mere  inference. 
Your  charge  is  the  not  accounting  upon  request.]  The 
sixth  count  shews  the  neglect  more  distinctly.  It  states 
a  neglect  to  account  to  the  auditor  during  the  current 
quarter,  and  a  refusal  to  account  on  a  given  day.  Q/^r/- 
teson  J.  The  neglect  to  account  in  the  quarter  is  only 
alleged  by  way  of  inducement.]  The  poiat  made  re- 
specting the  proper  description  of  the  commissioners, 
applies  only  to  the  first  three  counts.  The  whole  aile- 

(a)  2  Burr.  799.     See  also  IL  t.  Harris,  4  7.  R,  205. ;  and  n.  (4)  to 
R,  T.  DtckenMOtiy  1  WUL  Saund.  135  a. 
{h)   IM^.  S80. 

gation 
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gation  is  superfluous,  or,  at  most^  inducement.    It  might        18S9. 
have  been  alleged  that  a  union  was  "duly  formed/* 

•  1  . '     •  rr»i  1  '^^  QOBIK 

without  nammg  the  commissioners.     The  description,        agamst 
however,  is  sufficient     The  act  gives  them  a  quasi  cor- 
porate character  and  a  name>  of  office,  which  is  enough 
in  an  indictment,  at  least  since  stat.  7  G.  4.  c.  64.  s.  20., 
which  enacts  that  no  judgment  shall  be  stayed  for  that 
any  person,  mentioned  in  any  indictment,  is  designated 
by  a  name  of  office,  instead  of  his  proper  name.   Another 
objection  is,  that  a  copy  of  the  order  should  appear  to 
have  been  served  on  the  defendants.     It  is,  however, 
alleged  to  have  been  duly  sent  to  them,  which  is  all  that 
sect  18  requires  the  commissioners  to  do ;   and  it  is 
Airther  stated  that  the  defendants  had  notice  of  the  due 
appointment  of  GledhiU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  indictment  cannot  be  sus- 
^'ned.  An  indictment  for  not  accounting  once  in  a 
9uarter  would,  perhaps,  have  been  good  without  alleg- 
^^g  any  order  at  all;  but  the  offence  charged  in  this 
indictment  is  that  of  refusing  to  account  upon  the  re- 
quest of  the  auditor.  This  is  no  oflence  independently 
®«  soirie  specific  rule,  order,  or  regulation  of  the  com- 
rotssioners  calling  on  the  defendants  to  do  so,  which 
^  **ot  alleged.  The  other  objections  are  not,  in  my 
opinion,  of  any  weight 

"^'InxEDALE  J.     The  defendants  might  have  been  in- 

^^^    in/ two  ways;  for  not  accounting  once  in  every 

Vart^^.  Qf  fQj.  not  accounting  as  often  as  the  rules, 

^^^t*s^  and  regulations  of  the  commissioners  did  di- 

^         This  is  in  substance  an  indictment  for  not  ac* 

^^t.ing  upon  the  request  of  the  auditor,  which  is  no 

oifence 
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18S9.        offence  within  sect.  479  unless  it  appear  that  there  was 
an  order  to  that  effect  by  the  commissioners* 


The  QuuK 
againsi 

CftOBSLXT. 


Patteson  J.  The  indictment  is  evidently  founded 
on  that  part  of  sect.  47  which  requires  overseers  to  ac- 
count at  such  times  as  the  commissioners  shall  by  their 
orders  and  rules  direct  Now  there  is  no  averment  of  any 
order  by  them  to  account  at  a  certain  time,  or,  indeed, 
of  any  order  by  them  to  account  at  all.  This  vice  runs 
through  every  count.  There  is  no  count  for  refusing 
to  account  once  in  the  quarter,  or  even  to  account 
within  thirty  days,  but  merely  for  not  accounting  on 
request.  Whether  disobedience  of  an  order  of  the  com- 
missioners within  sect.  98  be  indictable  till  the  third 
offence,  is  a  point  which  is  not  raised.  With  regard  to 
the  other  objections,  I  agree  with  my  Lord. 

Coleridge  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  to  arrest  judgment. 


Twftday,         The  QuEEN  agaiust  The  Commissioners  of  the 
^  ^  '  Navigation  of  the  Rivers  Thames  and  Isis. 

ITiis  case  is  reported,  S  A.  S^  E.ip.^Ol.  note  (b). 


IN  THE  Second  Year  of  VICTORIA.  1S9 

18S9. 


Price  against  Popkin.  Tuetdm,, 

^  May  7th. 

(^  Oven  ANT  by  lessee  against  landlord  for  not  re-  On  submission 

.  .  t       1       .      I  .  n-ii  1    o^  •  cause  and 

pAinng  the  demised  premises.     There  were  several  all  matters  in 
"^^^  on  which  issues  ivere  joined;  but,  before  trial,  a  tween"wsor 
''"^Se's  order  was  obtained,  whereby  "the  cause  and  ^^^'tHbi^e* 
^^^►tters  in  difference  between  the  parties  thereto"  **»««jent.*n 

,^rw  ^  award  that  cer- 

**^ferred  to  arbitration,  the  costs  of  the  suit  to  abide  *****  fixtures 

iL  ^  have  been 

\»»^  ^"^ent,  and  the  costs  of  the  reference  to  be  in  the  dis-  wrongfully  re- 
moved by  lessor, 
jetton  of  the  arbitrator.  to  the  value  of 

The  award  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  lessee  shall  set 

plaintiff  on   all   the   issues,   and   ordered  payment  of  thdrpr^*'to 

damages  in  respect  of  the  breaches  of  covenant.     It  ^ihfel^^of^ 

further  recited  that  "  the  parties,  among  other  matters  ^^  **■""*»  *"J 

in  difference,  had  referred  to  the  arbitrator  to  say  and  P»y  J«»e«  ii'. 

on  a  specified 

adjudge  whether  certain  grates,  locks,  bolts,  and  fasten-  day,  is  bad  for 

want  of  au- 

ings  were  part  and  parcel  of  the  demised  premises  in  the  thority,  though 
declaration  named,  and  further  to  order  and  adjudge  such  fixtures" 
what  should  be  done  to  make  a  final  end  and  determi-  ^"^^  fjj*^^^ 
nation  of  such  matters  in  difference,"  and  then  pro-  ^ejc"*^®  <>«  **» 

'  ^         arbitration. 

ceeded  to  find  and  adjudge  "  that  the  said  grates,  locks,  ^«*<^»  *i«>»  **»' 

''      ^  .  such  award  was 

bolts,  and  fastenings  were  part  of  the  demise  of  the  uncertain,  in 

.   -      _  1         1    .     ./^         1  11  .    1   not  »P«clfying 

defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  and  were  removed  and  carried  the  value,  qua- 
away  by  the  defendant  from  the  dwelling-house  named  tion  of  fizturM 
in  the  declaration,  and  applied  to  his  own  use,  and  that  JJe  le«Be,"and^ 
such  fixtures  were  of  the  value  of  1 1/.  Ss.''     It  then  ^^^^^^ 
ordered  the  plaintiff  "  to  fix  and  set  up  other  grates,  '**^'"' 
locks,  bolts,  and  fastenings  in  the  place  and  stead  of  such  recital,  in  an 

°  award,  of  an 

as  were  removed  as  aforesaid,  and  to  leave  the  saitie  to  extension  of  the 

arbitrator's 
power  by  agree- 
ment of  the  parties,  wilt  not  cure  an  eicess  where  Uie  truth  appears  upon  affiikvit. 

and 
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1839.  and  for  the  use  of  the  defendant  at  the  end  of  the  term 
named  in  the  declaration ;"  and  further  directed  pay- 

againii  meut  of  the  said  sum  of  11/.  5s.t  and  of  the  damages 
assessed  on  the  breaches,  by  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff, on  a  specified  day. 

In  Hilary  term  last,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  to  set  aside  the  award,  on  the 
grounds,  1.  that  the  arbitrator  had  no  power  to  direct 
a  verdict  to  be  entered ;  2.  that  the  award  was  bad  for 
uncertainty,  in  not  stating  the  price,  number,  quality, 
description,  or  value  of  the  grates,  &c.  to  be  set  up,  or 
in  any  way  ascertaining  the  same;  3.  that  the  arbi- 
trator had  no  authority  to  direct  the  plaintiff  to  set  up 
the  grates,  &c.  as  directed  in  the  award ;  4.  that  the 
award,  as  to  the  grates  &c.,  did  not  pursue  the  terms 
of  the  submission  as  recited  in  the  award,  inasmuch  as 
the  question,  as  there  recited,  was,  whether  the  grates, 
&c.  were  parcel  of  the  demised  premises,  and  the  award 
determined  another  question,  namely,  that  they  had  been 
removed  and  converted  by  the  defendant. 

The  affidavit  by  defendant  and  his  attorney,  on 
which  the  rule  was  obtained,  stated  that  a  claim  had 
been  made  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  reference  for  damages 
for  divers  grates,  locks,  bolts,  and  fastenings  alleged  to 
have  been  removed  by  the  defendant  from  the  premises, 
but  that  the  defendant  *'  did  not  in  any  way  agree  to 
refer  it  to  the  arbitrator  to  order  what  should  be  done 
to  make  a  final  end  and  determination  of  such  claim," 
and  that  '^  there  was  no  new,  or  special,  reference  of  the 
said  claim,  other  than  the  said  Judge's  order." 

Several  affidavits  in  answer  stated,  among  other 
things,  that  at  the  time  of  the  reference  there  were 
several  matters  in  difference,  and   that  one  of  them 

"  related 
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'^  related  to  certain  grates,  locks,  bolts,  and  fastenings,        1839. 
alie^^ed  to  have  been  removed  by  the  defendant  from  the 
dwelling-house,  after  the  demise  thereof  by  him  to  the 
plaintiff;'*  that,  during  the  progress  of  the  reference,  it 
was  ^^reed  between  the  attorneys  of  the  parties  to  refer  to 
the     d^irbitrator  other  matters  in  difference,  "including 
tb^     s^id  question  as  to  the  said  grates/'  &c.  and  the 
co^i^s^  who  attended  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  did 
H^^^^^^^clingly  contend  before  the  arbitrator  that  the  said 
^^t^s,  8cc.  were  not  parcel  of  the  demise.     A  further 
^'^^.'vit,  by  an  ironmonger,  stated  that  he  had  been 
^KsL^oyed   by   plaintiff    after    the    award   to   ascertain 
what  grates,  locks,  bolts,  and  fastenings  were  required 
to  be  set  up  in  lieu  and  stead  of  those  which  had  been 
'cmoved;   that  he  had  ascertained  without  difficulty, 
fy  the   marks,  from  what  places  they  had    been  re- 
moved, and  had  supplied  others  "  such  as  were  fit,  pro- 
P^^»  and  suitable  for  the  said  house,  and  such  as  were 
usually  set  up  and  used  in  similar  houses,"  and,  that  the 
^me  were  afterwards  set  up  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  place 
and  stead  of  those  which  had  been  removed ;  and  that 
"there  was  no  difficulty  in  ascertaining  either  the  price, 
number,  quality,  description,  ot  value  of  such  grates, 
etc.,  or  in  what  places  the  same  were  to  be  set  up." 

^  -^^   Watson  shewed  cause.     It  must  be  admitted 

toat  the  Q^ward  of  a  verdict  cannot  stand,  there  having 

"^n  no    verdict  of  a  jury  taken,  nor  any  power  to 

enter    oci^   by  the   order  of  reference,  {a)      But   this 

*y  "^^     struck  out  without   affecting  the  rest  of  the 

^^^^  ;     fi)rj  as  there  is  a  finding  and  award  of  damages 

C«)  ^<>w^M4in^,BrtH^2A.  J  J?.  344.;  JETayteard  t.  PAittjW,  6  A.  j;  E. 

on 
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1839.  on  each  issue,  there  is  a  sufficient  **  event'*  for  the  pur- 
"^■""^  pose  of  shewing  on  whom  the  costs  of  the  action  are  to 
aganut  fall.  As  to  the  objection  of  uncertainty,  the  award,  in 
directing  fixtures  to  be  placed  instead  of  those  taken 
away,  must  be  intended  to  mean  that  reasonably  good 
ones  must  be  placed  where  the  former  ones  stood.  It 
is  impossible  to  be  more  particular  as  to  value  or 
kind,  nor  is  it  required  in  similar  cases.  Thus  an 
award  that  a  party  shall  do  repairs  is  usual,  and  suffi- 
ciently certain.  Mere  uncertainty  as  to  the  value  or 
amount  is  not  enough  to  make  the  award  bad,  if  these 
can  readily  be  reduced  to  a  certainty;  Beale  v. Beal€{a\ 
Hanson  v.  Ltversedge  {b) :  nor  does  it  appear  that  there 
was  here  any  difficulty  or  dispute  on  this  point;  indeed, 
the  contrary  is  shewn  by  one  of  the  plaintiff's  affi- 
davits, and,  in  fact,  the  plaintiff  has  proceeded  to  re- 
place the  fixtures  in  pursuance  of  the  award.  Cargey  v. 
Aitcheson  (c),  fVohlemberg  v.  Lageman  (d)  are  in  favour 
of  the  award.  As  to  the  supposed  excess  of  authority  in 
awarding  that  the  plaintiff  shall  replace  the  fixtures,  the 
submission  was  of  ail  matters  in  difference ;  and,  not- 
withstanding the  discrepancy  in  the  affidavits,  it  is  suffi- 
ciently clear  that  the  question  was  discussed  before  the 
arbitrator.  It  is  found  that  the  fixtures  were  included 
in  the  demise,  that  they  had  been  removed,  and  were 
worth  a  certain  sum,  which  the  defendant  is  directed  to 
pay.  The  further  direction  to  replace  them  at  the 
plaintiff's  expense  is  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  to  whom 
they  will  hereafter  belong,  so  that  he  has  no  reason  to 
complain.  t 

(a)  1  RoL  Ab,  251.,  Jrbiirtmetit  (H)  pi.  14.  £  C,  Cro.  Car.  383. 
(6)  2  Ventr.  242.  (c)  2  J9.  j*  C.  170. 

{d)  6  Taunt,  254. 
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Cranaodery  contra.     If  the  verdict  be  struck  out,  there        1839. 
wfll  be  no  sufficient  finding  to  enable  the  parties  to  see        — 
who  is  to  pay  costs.     There  is  excess  of  authority ;  for        again$t 
the  order  of  reference  contains  nothing  that  can  give 
the  referee  power  to  order  what  is  to  be  done  by  either 
of  the   parties.      If  the  removal  of  the  fixtures  was 
a  mat^ter  in  difference,  the  arbitrator  had  only  power  to 
award  damages  to  the  plaintiff,  as  if  he  had  brought  an 
Action.     But  here,  coupling  the  recital  in  the  award 
with   the  affidavits,  there  was  at  most  only  a  reference 
of  the  question,  whether  certain  fixtures  were  part  of 
^c  demised  premises  ;  and  if  the  award  makes  an  un- 
true     recital,   extending    the   power    further   to   order 
"what  shall  be  done,"  this  will  not  bind  the  Court, 
when     the   contrary  appears   by  the   affidavits   of  the 
Plaititiff  himself.     [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  assented.]     The 
arbitrator  awards  that  the  fixtures  shall  be  replaced  by 
^^  plaintiff.     {Patteson  J.     If  the  award  would  be  good 
without  that  direction,  is  not  the  excess  of  authority 
rather  for  your    advantage  ?]      The   plaintiff   is  .  not 
"OUnd  to  replace  them  with  others  of  equal  value,  so 
^^  at  the  end  of  the  term,  when  the  plaintiff  is  to  de- 
ii^er*    them  up  to  the  defendant,  the  defendant  may  find 
'iiiiiself  in  possession  of  articles  of  much  less  value  than 
^^^^  which  he  is  said  to  have  demised.     This  uncer- 
^*^^y  is  another  objection ;  the  award  not  shewing  what 
^^^res  had  been  removed,  nor  what  locks  and  grates 
^  t>laintiff  was  to  substitute.    Pope  v.  Brett  {a).    ILit- 
^^^^Ze  J.     It  may  perhaps  be  intended  to  mean  locks 
^    ^ates  of  the  same  kind  as  those  which  were  re- 
^"^^.3     The  words  of  the  award  would  be  satisfied 

(a)  2Aiun<f.892. 

by 
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1839*  by  articles  of  a  very  different  quality.  It  has  been  held 
that  an  award  to  pay  "so  much  as  the  land  is  worth" 

Price  . 

against  would  be  bad  {a)y  although  its  value  might,  perhaps, 
have  been  easily  ascertained.  That  the  plaintiff  has,  in 
fact,  replaced  these  articles  since  the  award,  is  a  matter 
which  can  have  no  effect  on  the  decision  of  the  Court 
The  plaintiff's  affidavit  only  states  that  it  was  easy  to 
ascertain  where  the  old  fixtures  had  been,  and  what  was 
the  price,  number,  quality,  &c  of  those  which  had  been 
set  up  in  their  stead.  The  objection  vitiates  the  whole 
award,  for  it  can  stand  only  if  it  be  good  as  to  every 
part  referred,  and  the  reference  of  which  formed  the 
consideration  for  the  submission. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  regret  to  find  myself  obliged 
to  decide  that  this  award  is  bad.  The  arbitrator  iiad 
no  authority  to  order  any  thing  to  be  done  with  respect 
to  the  fixtures ;  and,  if  he  had  such  authority,  he  has 
given  his  directions  in  too  uncertain  a  manner.  The 
award  must  be  set  aside,  not  as  to  part  only,  but  as  to 
the  whole. 

LiTTLEDALE,  Patteson,  and  Coleridge,  Js,  con- 
curred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  See  Titut  t.  Perkins,  iSSb'nn.  S47,  248. 
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Stalet  against  Francis  Bedwell.  rednetda^, 

Maif  8th. 

/\N  the  execution  of  a  fi.  fa.  at  the  plaintiff's  suit  An  inter- 

against  the  defendant  Francis  Bedwelly  by  the  ^ted'the^^ 
sheriff  of  GloucestersAire,  the  goods  were  claimed  by  ^^^  ^Mm^ 
liomas  Bedwell,  defendant's  brother.  The  sheriff  ap-  J^it„*^^' 
plied  for  relief  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  lic2  JV.  4.  Court  to  abide 

'^  *^  the  event  of  an 

c  58. ;  whereupon  a  Judge's  order  was  made  that  the  i»ue  between 

the  claimant 

goods  seized  should  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds,  less  the  «id  the  execa- 

/•   «  1  . 1  .  ^  1  •  1       1  ^^^  creditor, 

expenses  of  the  sale,  paid  mto  Court,  to  abide  the  event  to  try  the  right 
of  a  feigned  issue,  unless  the  claimant  should  give  seen*  jury,^^'the 
rity  to  the  sheriff  for  the  return  of  the  goods.  The  order  ^e^found 
directed  that  the  issue,  on  which  the  claimant  was  to  be  *^P*^  °^^' 

'  goods  were  the 

plaintiff  and  StaUy  the  defendant,  should  contain  three  ^^  property  of 
ooants,  to  try  the  following  questions  respectively ;  viz.,  and  the  residue 

the  joint  pro- 
It  Whether  the  goods,  or  any  part  thereof,  were  the  sole  perty  of  the 

r  t        1   •  -nri      «         t  claimant  and 

property  of  the  claimant  2.  Whether  they,  or  any  part,  the  party  levied 
were  the  sole  property  of  the  defendant  Francis  BedwelL  Su'the^liL- 
8.  Whether  they,  or  any  part,  were  the  joint  property  ^Ll^d'bylhJ 

of  the  claimant  and  the  defendant  Francis  Bedwellj  as  "ec«tjon  cre- 
ditor the  ge- 
partners.     The  jury  were  further  to  be  directed  to  find  neral  costs  of 

"^  ^     ^  the  feigned 

ipedally  the  value  of  any  part  of  the  goods  that  should  issue,  (deducti 
be  proved  to  be  the  sole  property  of  J^amaSf  or  of  the  issues  found 
Fronds^  or  of  Thomas  and  Francis  jointly.   The  sheriff's  ^^  ^^  ^T 
costs  of  keeping  possession  till  the  time  of  sale  were  to  !^nf  J^th^ 
he  paid  by  the  claimant;  the  costs  of  tlie  issue,  and  the  ^"^^'^j^*^ 
residue  of  the  costs  of  the  sheriff,  his  poundage,  and  bis  subsequent 

*"  °  appucation  for 

the  return  of  the  goods,  to  abide  the  further  order  of  the  money  paid 

into  Court  wwd 

the  Court.    No  securi^  being  offered  to  the  sheriff,  he  for  his  costs, 
•old  the  goods  for  68/.  5s.  Sd.^  and|  after  deducting  wm  refu^Tia 
V0L.X.  L  therefrom.  S*;^*^^ 
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18S9«-  therefrom  SL  Ss.  Sd.  for  expenses,  and  12L  lOs.^for  rent 
"■""*  due  at  the  time  of  the  levy  in  respect  of  premises  oc- 
agamti  cupied  by  Thomas  and  Francis  BedweU  m  common,  paid 
'  into  Court  the  residue,  viz.  52/.  75.,  pursuant  to  the  order. 
Staley^  the  defendant  in  the  issue,  pleaded  to  the  first 
count  that  no  part  of  the  goods  was  the  sole  property 
of  Thomas  BedweU  ;  to  the  second  count,  that  the  goods 
were,  or  part  thereof  was,  the  sole  property  o(  Francis 
BedweU ;  and  to  the  third  count,  that  the  goods  were, 
or  part  thereof  was,  the  joint  property  of  Thomas  and 
Francis  as  partners :  on  all  which  pleas  issue  was  joined. 
[J;  The  jury,  upon  the  trial  of  the  issue  before  Paite* 
son  J.,  at  the  Gloucestershire  Lent  assizes,  1839,  found 
that  the  goods  seized  consisted  of  household  furniture 
worth  S2A  1S5.,  and  of  office  furniture  worth  82/.  45«{ 
they  found  for  the  plaintifi*  Thomas  BedweU  on  all  the 
issues  as  to  the  household  furniture;  and  as  to  the 
office  furniture  they  found  for  the  defendant  on  the  first 
and  third  issues,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second* 

In  the  early  part  of  this  term,  Gray^  for  the  claimant 
TTiomas  BedweU^  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  sheriff  to  shew  cause  why  26/.  Ss.  (being  the 
value  of  the  househdd  goods  minus  half  the  rent)  and 
12/.  195.  6d.  (being  half  the  value  of  the  office  goods 
minus  the  other  half  of  the  rent)  should  not  be  pud  out 
of  Court  to  the  claimant  Thomas  BedweU  ;  and  why  plain- 
tiff should  not  pay  claimant  all  costs  incurred  by  the 
seizure  of  his  goods,  and  of  the  application  by  the 
sheriff;  of  the  feigned  issues,  deducting  the  costs,  if  any, 
of  those  found  for  the  now  plaintiff  &aley;  and  of  the 
daimant's  application  to  this  Court 

W.  J.  Alexander 
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W.J.Alexander  for  the  plaintiff,  and   Whitmorefat        1899. 
the  sheriff^  now  shewed  cause.     The  latter  contended        " 

BrA'LKt 

that  the  sheriff  was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  his  applica-      jigainM 
tion  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  and  of  this  application} 
as  well  as  to  possession-money,  as  directed  by  the  ori* 
ginal  order. 

Grtttfy  contrk.  The  sheriff  should  not  be  allowed  the 
costs  of  seeking  relief  under  the  Interpleader  Act  (a), 
especially  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  finding 
of  the  jury  and  the  facts  of  the  case  shew  that  he  was 
wrong  in  taking  them.  Thomas  BedweU,  the  claimant, 
was  entitled  to  the  general  costs  of  the  cause  from 
the  execution  creditor,  as  if  the  question  of  property 
had  been  tried  in  an  action  of  trover,  in  which  case 
a  partial  failure  would  not  have  deprived  him  of  those 
costs.  So  the  costs  of  appearing  and  of  this  applica- 
tion would  equally  have  been  incurred  if  Thomas  Bed" 
well  had  originally  narrowed  his  claim  to  the  goods 
actually  found  to  be  his :  he  is,  therefore,  entitled  to 
those  costs  also. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  claimant  is  entitled  to  re- 
ceive out  of  Court  the  value  of  the  household  goods, 
deducting  half  the  rent,  viz.  26/.  Ss.  To  this  must  be 
added  a  moiety  of  the  office  goods,  with  the  deduction 
specified  in  the  rule  nisi.  The  whole  amount  is 
39/.  75.  6d,.  Out  of  this  he  is  to  pay  the  sheriff  the 
expense  of  possession,  agreeably  to  the  original  order  (i), 
leaving  the  sum  of  34/.  9s.  6d.  to  be  paid  out  of  Court 
to  T^mas  Bedwell  the  claimant     Then,  besides  the 

(a)  See  West  t.  Boiherham^  2New  Co.  527.  ; 
(6)  This  wu  taken  at  4L  18s. 

L  2  possession 


BXOWXLI. 
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1839.  possession  money,  the  poundage  on  the  amount  legally 
""■""  levied,  amounting  to  I65.,  is  to  be  paid  to  the  sheriS 
agamti  The  residue,  12L  Ss.  6i.,  will  belong  to  the  plaintiff  in^ 
this  action.  Then,  as  to  the  costs  of  the  feigned  issues, 
the  case  is  like  that  of  an  ordinary  action  of  trover  with 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  some  of  the  issues;  therefore 
the  claimant  is  entitled  to  the  general  costs  of  those 
issues  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  &a/f^  to  him,  deducting 
those  of  Sialey  on  the  issues  on  which  he  has  succeeded. 
He  ought  also  to  have  the  costs  of  appearing  in  the 
first  instance,  and  of  this  application.  The  sheriff  is 
not  entitled  to  the  costs  of  availing  himself  of  the  In- 
terpleader Act.  The  officer  grossly  misconducted  him- 
self in  seizing  the  claimant's  goods.  It  is  a  case  ia 
which  the  sheriff  would  not  have  seized,  if  he  had  not 
relied  upon  the  aid  of  the  Interpleader  Act  (a). 

LiTTLEDALE  and  Patteson  Js.  concurred. 

Coleridge  J.     I  concur,  on  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  the  case. 

Rule  absolute  for  the  payment  of  the  several 
sums  of  34/.  95.  6t/.,  12/.  35.  6i,,  and  5/.  145., 
to  the  claimant,  the  plaintiff  and  the  sheriff 
respectively,  with  a  reference  to  the  Master  to 
tax  to  the  claimant  the  general  costs  of  the 
cause  (deducting  those  of  the  plaintiff  on  the 
issues  on  which  he  has  succeeded),  and  also 
the  costs  of  appearing  in  the  first  instance, 
and  of  this  application;  said  costs,  when 
taxed,  to  be  paid  by  plaintiff  to  the  claimant. 

(0)  The  facts  of  the  cafe  did  not  appear  upon  the  argument. 
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Holland  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Hayward,  vednetday, 
a  Bankrupt,  against  Phillipps. 

SCIRE  facias,  issued  in  November  1837j  by  the  as-  ToBcirtftcUt 
by  the  asaigneefl 

signees  of  Hayaoard^  a  bankrupt,  to  make  themselves  of  a  bankrupt 

•     1  111*  •  «       1       ^^  a  judgment. 

parties  to  a  judgment  recovered  by  him  against  the  de-  the  (defendant 
fendant«     Defendant  pleaded,  1.  that  Haytoard  was  not  \]gx  of  ^,0 
a  bankrupt;  2.  payment  and  satisfaction  ,to  the  bank-  2.  g,^|^|^on 
nipt  before  his  bankruptcy.    Defendant  also  gave  notice  ^^^t^^^** 
of  his  intention  to  dispute  the  tradini;,  the  act  of  bank-  !*!"•■, ''®![1 

^  ^    ^  .  joined.     The 

ruptcy,  and  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt     Issue  was  Courtpermitted 

the  proceeding! 

joined,  and  a  copy  thereof  delivered  to  defendant,  when  to  be  amended 
it  was  discovered  that  the  official  assignee  hail  been  in-  coste,  by  join- 
advertently  omitted  as  co-plaintiff  in  the  writ  of  scire  1^^^°  (who 
facias.     A  rule  was  thereupon  obtained  in  this  term  to  ^yer^tly"" 
shew  cause  why  the  proceedings  should  not  be  amended  *^°"*w^^*. 
by  introducing  him  as  one  of  the  plaintiffs.  though  t^eap- 

been  delayed 
a  year  and 

IL  Smith  now  shewed  cause.     A  scire  facias  was  a  half  after  the 
formerly  supposed  not  to  be  amendable:   note  (4)  to  writ;  the de- 
UnderhiU  v.  Deoerettx  [a).     The  practice  is  different  Juowed  to  "* 
now,  and  there  are  authorities  for  permitting  it,  pro-  P^*^  ^  °^^ 
▼ided  there  be  something  to  amend  by,  or  the  proceed- 
ings be  in  paper.    In  Tliorpey.  Hook  {b\  the  amendment 
was  made  from  the  original  judgment  roll ;  and  it  was 
a  mere  error  in  the  Christian  name  of  the  defendant. 
In  Baker  v.  Neaver{c)   the  proceedings  were  still  in 
paper.     The  defendant  may  be  prejudiced,  for  he  may 

(a)  8  Wfiu.  Sound.  *t^p.  {h)  1  Dou^  P.  C.  501. 

(c)  1  as'Af.iis. 

L  9  discharge 
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1889«        discharge   himself  by   paying   the   present   plaintiffs, 
—  whereasi  if  the  official  assignee  is  a  plaintiff,  he  can 

Holla  KD 
agamn        only  pay  to  him :    I  8c  2  W.ii.  c.  56.  s.  22.      Besides, 

FHlLLim.  ,  •  ,  11.  .1  n 

there  has  been  great  delay  in  correcting  the  error,  for 
the  writ  was  issued  in  1837. 


Sir  John  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  contra.  It  is  a 
mere  case  of  inadventence,  whichlhe  defendant  has  taken 
no  advantage  of  in  his  pleas.  The  second  plea  alleges 
satis&otion  to  the  bankrupt  before  his  bankruptcy,  so 
that  no  question  can  arise  about  payment  to  the  as- 
signees. The  nonjoinder  would  be  no  defence  upon 
either  plea;  and  the  defendant  therefore  suffers  no 
prejudice  by  the  amendment,  though  the  plaintiffs  may 
be  prejudiced  by  the  error.  [^Littledale  J.  How  can  it 
now  prejuidice  either  party  ?]  The  defendant  may  be 
lying  by  to  take  some  advantage  of  the  omission  here- 
after. It  is  not  like  asking  to  alter  a  judgment,  for  the 
scire  fiu:ias  is  in  the  nature  of  a  fresh  action,  and  the 
proceedings,  quoad  hoc,  are  still  in  paper.  All  the 
assignees  together  only  make  one  representative  of  the 
bankrupt ;  so  that  this  is  in  the  nature  of  a  mere  mis- 
nomer. In  Baker  v.  Neaver  (a)  the  official  assignee  was 
added  after  declaration  in  an  action  by  assignees,  and 
Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B.  distinguished  the  case  from  that 
of  an  ordinary  plaintiff,  but  intimated  that  the  amend- 
ment might  be  refused  if  the  defendant  made  affidavit 
that  he  relied  on  the  omission  as  a  defence.  Here 
no  such  affidavit  has  been,  or  can  be,  made.  In  Rex  v. 
Scott  {b)  an  amendment  of  a  scire  facias  was  allowed 
after  plea. 

(a)  J  C.  ^  M.  112.  (*)  4  JViof,  181. 
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Per  Curiam  (a).    The  amendment  may  be  made  on        18S9. 
payment  of  costs,  with  liberty  for  the  defendant  to  plead  - 

Holland 
de  novo*  agointt 


PaxLurri. 


Rule  absolute  to  amend  accordingly. 

(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtUdale,  Patteson,  and  Coleridge  Jii 


Evans  against  Rees.  wednesd^^; 

May  8th« 


"REPLEVIN  for  cattle  taken  in  the  parish  of  Y^ad  On  % 

Crunlaisy  in  the  county  of  Brecon.    Avowry,  da-  boundary  of « 

mage  feasant  there.     Flea,  that  the  cattle  were  taken  coumyfan  ^ 

ia  Cadoxton  parish,  in  the  county  of  Glamorgan^  and  SteraUo^S** 

driven  thence  into  the  parish  and  county  mentioned  in  bitr^*^"" 

the  declaration,  and  impounded  there.     Replication,  that  J^*^®  *'*~"" 

the  cattle  were  not  taken  in  the  parish  of  Cadoxton  and  ^^<"«  ium»  and 

a  Terdict  was 
county  of  Glamorgan*  entered  accord. 

On  the  trial  before  Coleridge  J.,  at  the  last  Brecon  rection  u  not 

Spring  assizes,  the  sole  enquiry  was  as  to  the  true  evidence  of*"  ' 

boundary  between  the  above  parishes  and  counties.     In  "" aiSoIuA^' 

the  course  of  it,  an  award  respecting  the  boundary  was  ▼«^'c*»"«». 

^  r  o  ^      J  upon  authonty, 

tendered  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.     It  appeared  that  admitted  as 

proof  of  repii« 

an  action  had  formerly  been  brought  by  a  commoner  tation,  the  rule 

does  not  ez* 

for  disturbance,  to  which  there  was  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  tend  to  awards, 

and  in  which  a  question  arose  respecting  the  same  mentina 

boundary,  and  a  verdict  had  been  taken  subject  to  the  ^^^^b* 

award  of  an  arbitrator  with  power  to  set  out  the  bound-  ^« '^"n*^  ^ 

^  a  manor,  is  ad* 

afy  proved  before  him.     By  his  direction,  a  verdict  was  n"»«We  «n- 
''  '^  "^  denceofsuch 

entered  for  the  plaintiff  in  that  suit,  and  the  boundary  bounds,  though 

part  of  the  do- 
cumen^  un- 
connected with  the  subject  of  bounds,  has  been  cut  out. 
Where  an  ancient  manor-book  is  offered  in  evidence,  tlie  custody  must  be  proved  by  a 
sworn  witnessL     It  is  not  enough  that  the  book  is  produced  in  court  by  the  counsel 
or  steward  of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  nor,  as  it  teems,  by  the  lord  of  the  mimor  In 
penoD, 

L  4  was 
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18S9.       was  determined  by  the  award.  The  parties  to  that  action 

were  neither  the  same  as,  nor  in  privity  with,  the  parties 

againit       to  this.     The  learned  Jud&re  admitted  the  record  in  the 

Rbxs.  .  ° 

action,  but  rejected  the  award.  The  defendant  offered 
in  evidence  certain  presentments  of  a  manor  court  found 
in  the  castle  of  Brecon^  in  one  of  which  the  boundary 
was  set  out.  Fart  of  it,  containing  the  parish  in  question, 
had  been  cut  off,  but  the  part  so  removed  appeared  to 
have  contained  entries  unconnected  with  the  subject  of 
boundary.  It  was  objected  to  as  inadmissible  by  reason 
of  its  imperfect  state.  The  learned  Judge  admitted  it, 
though'  he  had  no  doubt  that  the  mutilation  was  not 
accidental.  The  plaintiff  also  produced  certain  ancient 
manor-books,  which  his  counsel  proposed  to  read  with- 
out proving  the  custody  from  which  they  came ;  on  the 
ground  that  the  lord  of  the  manor,  Mr.  Leighy  to  whom 
they  belonged,  and  who  was  admitted  to  be  the  real 
plaintiff,  might  himself  have  produced  them  in  court 
without  further  proof  of  custody,  and  might  therefore 
authorise  his  counsel  to  do  so  for  him.  The  learned 
Judge  held  them  inadmissible,  unless  the  custody  from 
which  they  came  was  proved.  Verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant.   In  this  term  (a) 

Evans  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  new 
trial  should  not  be  granted  on  the  grounds  of  the  rejec- 
tion of  the  award,  the  admission  of  improper  evidence, 
misdirection  (i),  and  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  die 
evidence.     The  award  was  admissible  on  the  same  prin- 

(a)  April  S2d.  Before  Lord  Dennum  C.  J.,  LUtledale,  Paitetonf  and 
Coleridge  J  t, 

(6)  The  refusal  to  admit  the  manor  books  wai  called,  by  the  Court 
and  counsel,  misdirection. 

ciple 
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ciple  as  a  verdict     It  was  proof  of  reputation,  though        1899. 

res  Inter  alios :  B^ed  v.  Jackson  la).   Here  the  arbitrator        ^ 

was  in  the  place  of  a  jury,  and  the  verdict,  when  en-        a^omu 

ftffPff, 
tared,  ought  to  be  of  the  same  weight  as  if  actually 

found  by  them:  Lee  v.  Lingard{b\  Bonner  v.  CharU 
ton  (c\  per  Le  Blanc  J.  The  award,  coupled  with  the 
verdict,  is  equivalent  to  a  special  verdict  So  a  decree 
in  equity  between  third  parties  has  been  admitted  as 
evidence  of  a  custom  of  a  public  nature ;  Layhoum  v. 
Crisp  [dC)\  and  analogous  instances  are  mentioned  in 
BulL'Ni  P.  233.  iColeridge  J.  A  jury  could  not  have 
set  out  a  boundary  as  the  arbitrator  here  professed  to 
da]  The  award  is  founded,  indeed,  on  the  evidence  of 
others,  but  this  is  equally  an  objection  to  the  verdict  of 
a  jury,  who  speak  only  upon  the  information  of  others. 
[Patteson  J«  I  never  could  understand  why  the  opmion 
of  twelve  men  should  be  evidence  of  reputation.  Cole^ 
ridge  J.  Though  the  doctrine  is  perhaps  established  as 
to  the  admissibility  of  verdicts,  it  does  not  appear  to  be 
founded  on  any  satisbctory  principle.  In  Bex  v.  Cot-' 
ton  {e)j  on  a  question  of  liability  to  repair  a  highway, 
Dampier  J.  rgected  an  award  as  being  res  inter,  alios 
and  post  litem  motam.  In  Sogers  v.  Wood  (g)  an  award, 
not  founded  on  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts,  was 
held  inadmissible  as  evidence  of  reputation.]  As  to  the 
presentments,'  their  mutilated  and  imperfect  state  ought 
to  have  excluded  them,  though  they  came  from  the 
riffht  custody.  The  presumption  is  that  the  part  re- 
moved was  material,  and  against  the  interest  of  the  party 
produdng  them,  especially  as  the  destruction  was  evi- 

(a)  1  Etut,  355.  (6)  1  J5^,401. 

(c)  5  Eati,  139.  (d)  4  M.  ^  IT.SSa 

(tf)  S  Omip.444.  (js)  2B.  fM.  S4S. 

dently 


fi 
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1839.       dently  wilfiiL     Their  state  required  explanation,  like 

erasures  in  a  deed  or  other  seeority.     Then  the  pIainti£E 

agttifut  ought  not  to  have  been  compelled  to  call  a  witness  to 
speak  to  the  custody  of  the  ancient  documents.  It  was 
enough  that  counsel,  or  steward,  or  any  party  authorised 
by  Mr.  Leigh,  produced  them.  {Cokridge  J.  If  it  be 
necessary  to  prove  the  custody  of  ancient  documents,  some 
one  must  be  sworn  for  that  purpose*  The  person  pro- 
ducing them  may  have  had  them  from  a  grocer's  shop.] 
So  they  may  have  been  procured  from  a  shop  and  taken  to 
the  muniment  room ;  yet  when  produced  from  that  room 
they  would  be  admissible  evidence.  Mr.  Leigh  was  the 
lawful  custos,  and  he  might  bring  them  into  court  him* 
self,  or  hand  them  to  his  counsel  or  attorney  in  court. 
[Evans  then  contended  that  the  verdict  was  against  evi- 
dence.] 

Per  Curiam.  There  was  no  misdirection  on  the  last 
point ;  with  respect  to  the  other  points 

Cur.  ^adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Demmam  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. 

This  was  an  action  of  replevin,  and  the  question  on 
which  it  turned  was,  what  is  the  true  boundary  of 
the  counties  of  Glamorgan  and  Brecon  near  the  spot 
where  the  plaintiff's  cattle  were  distrained  ?  The  ver- 
dict was  for  the  defendant.  On  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  three  grounds  were  stated  by  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff,  on  which  the  Court  took  time  to  consider, 
another  ground  as  to  misdirection  having  been  disposed 
of  upon  the  argument  The  grounds  were:  First,  that 
an  award  tendered  in  evidence  was  rejected  by  the 
{earned  Judge. 

The 


Ribs. 
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The  award  was  made  very  recently  in  an  action  on  1839. 
the  case  brought  by  a  person  alle^ng  himself  to  be  a 
commoner,  for  digging  a  ditch,  which  the  present  plain**  agamsi 
tiff  asserts  to  be  the  true  boundary,  and  so  disturbing 
the  right  of  common.  The  plea  in  that  case  was  Not 
guilty,  and  the  cause  was  referred  at  nisi  prius,  with 
power  to  the  arbitrator  to  set  out  the  boundary  which 
should  be  proved  before  him,  and  to  direct  which  way 
the  verdict  should  be  finally  entered.  He  directed  a 
verdict  to  stand  for  the  plaintiff,  and  set  out  the  bound- 
ary, as  he  conceived  it  to  be  proved,  by  his  award. 
That  award,  not  being  made  between  the  same  parties 
as  those  in  the  present  action,  could  not  be  used  as 
binding  upon  them,  but  was  offered  as  evidence  of  re« 
putation,  the  boundary  being  a  matter  of  general  and 
public  interest  The  cases  of  Beed  v.  Jackson  (a)  and 
Laybaum  v.  Crisp  (6),  and  others,  were  cited  to  shew 
that  a  verdict  on  such  matters,  although  between 
strangers  to  the  parties  on  the  record,  is  evidence  of 
reputatfon;  and  it  was  contended  that  the  award  in 
this  case  was  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  verdict, 
and  admissible  on  the  same  grounds. 

We  cannot  agree  to  this  view  of  the  case.  The  au* 
thority  of  an  arbitrator  is  entirely  derived  from  the 
consent  of  the  parties  to  the  reference;  his  award  has  no 
force  except  by  reason  of  that  consent,  and  no  instance 
can  be  proved  in  which  strangers  have  been  held  to  be 
in  any  way  affected  in  their  rights  by  an  award,  either 
as  evidence  of  right  or  of  reputation.  The  award  is  but 
the  opinion  of  the  arbitrator,  formed,  not  upon  his  own 
knowledge,  as  declarations  used  by  way  of  reputation 
commonly  are,  but  upon  the  result  of  evidence  laid  be- 

(0)  I  Xuh 95S.  (6)  4Mm^4[W.  saa 

fore 
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18d9«^  fore  him,  most  probably  in  private,  and  formed  also  post 
Ihem  motami  having  none  of  the  qualities  upon  which 
evidence  of  reputation  rests.  It  may  be  said  that  the 
verdict  of  a  jury  is  equally  defective  in  such  qualities. 
Whether  it  be  so  or  not,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
admissibility  of  a  verdict  as  evidence  of  reputation  is 
established  by  too  many  authorities  to  be  now  questioned, 
but  that  the  principle  of  those  authorities  is  not  clear 
enough  to  embrace  an  award.  We  are  therefore  of 
opinion  that  the  learned  Judge  was  perfectly  right  in 
rejecting  the  award. 

The  second  ground  was,  that  a  presentment  found  in 
the  castle  of  Brecon  was  admitted  in  evidence,  although 
a  considerable  portion  of  the  parchment  on  which  it 
was  written  had  been  cut  off,  and  it  was  supposed  that 
the  part  cut  off  might  have  contained  something  adverse 
to  the  interests  of  the  party  producing  it  We  are  of 
opinion  that  no  sufficient  ground  is  laid  for  supposing 
any  thing  of  the  sort,  and  inasmuch  as  that  part  of  the 
presentment  which  related  to  the  boundary  in  question 
was  in  itself  perfect,  we  cannot  see  any  reason  for  re- 
jecting this  document,  and  think  that  it  was  properly 
admitted. 

The  third  ground  was  that  the  verdict  was  against 
the  evidence.  [On  this  point  his  Lordship  said  that 
the  case  was  one  entirely  for  the  jury,  and  that  the 
Court  could  not  say  they  had  drawn  a  wrong  con- 
clusion.] 

Rule  refused  (a). 

(a)  See  Brett  ▼.  Settles,  U,  j-  If.  416.  It  is  obierTable,  that  in 
Seed  ▼.  Jaekton,  1  Eaa,  SSS*  the  Terdict  of  the  jury  on  the  plea  of  a 
public  right  of  way,  which  was  admitted  to  prove  the  non-eiistence  of 
such  way,  seems  to  have  been  entered  for  the  plaintiff  without  any  evi- 
dence at  aU,  the  contest  on  the  trial  having  been  confined  to  another  plea 
•Ueging  •  right  to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  washing  sheep. 
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The  Queen  against  Lumsdaine  (a). 

f\^  appeal  against  a  rate,  made  ./tfn^  2d»  1838,  for  The  parochial 

the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Wimbome  6  &  7  r.  4. 
MinsteTj  in  Dorsetshire,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  rate,  ^ter  the  law  as 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  G)urt  on  the  following  case,  ^il^^of  ]^- 

The  rate,  which  was  in  the  form  prescribed  by  stat.  6  &  ^^^^^ ' 
7  Wic.  96.  and  the  rules  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  po^^  "^ 

made  after  the 

was  published  as  required  by  the  statute.     No  stock  in  statute,  omit- 

tioff  stock  in 

trade  was  rated  in  the  said  rate :  there  was  c6nsiderable  trade  which 
stock  in  trade  yielding  profit  in  the  said  parish  at  the  time  J^^  ^^h^ 
when  the  rate  was  made.     The  parish  contains  12,000  qul|[h,^^** 
acres,  or  thereabouts,  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  ^pp^- 
In  the  year  18SS,  stock  in  trade  not  having  been  in- 
cluded in  a  rate  made  on  the  3d  of  May  of  that  year 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  an  appeal 
was  entered  at  the  then  ensuing  Midsummer  sessions,  on 
the  ground  that  stock  in  trade,  yielding  profit  within  the 
parish,  was  not  included  in  the  said  rate.     The  hearing 
of  the  appeal  was  adjourned  to  the  then  next  sessions,  ' 

when  the  respondents  abandoned  the  said,  last-men- 
tioned rate,  and  it  was  quashed,  and  a  new  rate  was 
made  on  the  28th  of  Februaiy  1884,  in  which  stock  in 
trade  was  assessed  from  that  time.  Stock  in  trade  con- 
tinued to  be  regularly  rated  in  the  said  parish  down  to 
the  month  of  June  1835  inclusive.  It  appeared  from 
the  rate-books  of  the  said  parish  that  stock  in  trade  had 
not  been  rated  therein  from  the  year  1796  until  the  said 

(a)  This  OMe  was  argued  and  decided  on  April  S7th»  hut  baa  been 
■iipleced  in  cooaequence  of  an  accidental  delay* 

rate 
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1839.  rate  of  Februaty  1834,  and  there  was  no  evidence  of 
"■"""  stock  in  trade  having  been  rated  in  the  parish  previously 
agamst  to  1796.  Stock  in  trade  has  not  been  assessed  in  the 
said  parish  since  the  month  oi  June  1835.  The  ques- 
tion for  the  consideration  of  this  Court  was,  whether 
stock  in  trade  yielding  profit  in  the  said  parish  ought  or 
ought  not  to  have  been  assessed  in  the  said  rate  made 
on  the  2d  of  June  1838,  and  if  this  Court  was  of  the 
former  opinion,  then  the  order  of  sessions  and  the  rate 
were  to  be  quashed. 

Sir  John  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  Slacks  and 
Reade^  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  There  has 
been  no  express  decision,  upon  argument,  that  stock  in 
trade  is  rateable.  Lord  Mansfield  inclined  against  the 
rateabili^»  and  the  Court  has  questioned  it  in  some  in- 
stances, though  it  has  been  reluctantly  allowed  in  others. 
Rex  V.  Witney  (a).  Rex  v.  Ringwood  {b%  Rex  v«  Amble* 
side  (c),  Regina  v.  Barking  (d).  [Paiteson  J.  Shipping 
has  been  constantly  rated.  There  have  been  cases  at 
Liverpool^  Holyhead^  WisbeacA^  and  elsewhere,  in  which 
such  rates  have  been  held  maintainable  (e).]  At  all 
events  the  Parochial  Assessment  Act,  6Sc  7  lV.4e.c,  96., 
determines  the  point  It  is  inconsistent  with  the  continued 
rateability  of  personal  property,  and  therefore  abrogates 
pro  tanto  the  statute  43  Eltz.  c.  2.  It  gives  a  form  in 
which  rates  shall  be  allowed  for  the  future,  and  that  form 
does  not  provide  for  a  rate  on  any  property  except  real 
property  and  corporeal  *'  hereditaments  '^  (g).    And  the 

(a)  5  Burr.  26S4.  (6)  CowgK  326. 

(c)  16  East,  SSa  (d)  2  Ld.  Ray.  128a 

(e)  See  Rex  t.  Liverpool,  8 East,  455.  note (d);  Rex  ▼.  Jones, 8 East, 
451;  RexY.  Shepherd,  lB.iAld.l09. 
(g)  Secta.  1,  8, 3,  andtbe  tchedule,  were  reftncd  to  on  Uiii  point 

act 
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act  expressly  l^islates  for  parish  i^sessments  generally^  18S9. 
and  not  merely  for  part  of  the  objects  of  assessment*  — 
As  the  Courts  have  narrowed  the  construction  of  stat.        againtt 

«..  ,   .    ,       .        .  ,  ,  .  LOMSDAIWI. 

iS  £iisr.  c.  2.,  which  is  m  terms  general  enough  to  m- 
dude  all  inhabitants  in  respect  of  any  personal  property, 
so  the  Parochial  Assessment  Act  further  interprets  and 
restrains  the  statute  of  Elizabeth^  and  excludes  per« 
sonal  property  from  its  operation.     Even  affirmative 
words  in  a  later  statute  may  restrain  a  former  one: 
FoUer^s  Case  (a),  Slade  v.  Drake  (ft),  Rem  v.  Coode  (c), 
Bftr  V.  Justices  of  Worcestershire  {d).    [Ccieridge  J.   Sec- 
tion 2  of  Stat  6  &  7  W*^.  c.  96*  only  provides  that  the 
rate  shall  contain  the  particulars  mentioned    in  the 
form,  ^  in  addition  to  "  the  other  particulars  required 
in  the  rate.]    That  refers,  not  to  any  additional  sub- 
ject of  a  rate,  but  to  additional  particulars  respecting  the 
hereditament  rated.     The  proviso  in  sect  I,  preserving 
the  relative  proportions  of  liability  between  'different 
kinds  of  hereditaments,  was  introduced  in  consequence 
of  Bex  V.  Joddrell  {e\  and  has  no  reference  to  personal 
property.      At   all   events,   the  rate   exactly  follows 
the  prescribed  form,  and  therefore  it  is  ex  facie  good, 
and  cannot  be  quashed.    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.    The 
rate  in  another  form  may  be  bad,  but  it  does  not  follow 
that  every  rate  in  that  form  is  good.] 

Bond  and  Lucena^  contra^  were  not  called  tipon« 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.    It  is  not  improbable  that  the 
legislature  intended  to  alter  the  law  upon  the  subject 

(a)  11  Rep,  S6  b.  (6)  Hob.  395,  5th  ed.     See  p.  898. 

(c)  Cold.  464.     S,ai  JBoU.  307.  pL  290.  6th  ed. 
(<0  SM.  i  8.467.  («)  lS*tJd.403. 

of 
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1839.       of  rating  persoDal  property;    but  I  am   clearly  of 

_  opiDion  that  the  intention  has  not  been  carried  into 

The  QjDKBir       '^ 
agamtt       etkcL    The  object  of  the  act  does  not  appear  to  have 

been  to  introduce  any  new  principle  of  rating,  but  to 
affirm  that  which  had  been  already  established  by  deci- 
sions of  this  Court.  The  fo^m  given  in  the  schedule 
certainly  contemplates  only  the  rating  of  corporeal  here* 
ditaments,  and  this  is  urged  as  a  declaration  of  the  law 
by  parliament  upon  a  point  which  is  suggested  to  have 
been  before  doubtful*  There  has,  however,  existed  a 
known  and  long  established  practice  of  rating  personal 
property  in  many  cases,  and  the  legality  of  such  rates 
has  been  affirmed  by  this  Court  The  law,  therefore^ 
is  not  tp  be  altered  except  by  express  enactment.  We 
cannot,  in  such  a  case,  admit  it  to  be  repealed  by  im- 
plication, where  the  legislature  might  so  easily  have 
repealed  it  in  direct  terms. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  Stat  4S  Eltz^  c  2.  s.l.  embraces  two 
classes  of  persons  subject  to  taxation;  occupiers  of 
real  property,  and  inhabitants  in  respect  of  personal  pro* 
perty.  Hitherto  rates  upon  the  latter  class  have  been  in 
practice  confined  to  stock  in  trade  and  shipping;  but  on 
future  occasions  other  kinds  of  personal  property  may 
perhaps  be  rated,  and  be  held  rateable*  The  provisions 
of  this  act  apply  only  to  the  former  class  of  rateable  ' 
objects,  and  leave  the  second  at  large  as  before.  There 
is  nothing  that  amounts  to  a  repeal  of  the  law  on  this 
bead,  nor  can  the  act  be  considered  as  a  declaratory  one. 

Pattesom  J.  Personal  property  is  rateable  if  visible 
and  profitable,  and  this  act  points  at  no  repeal  of  the 
existing  law.    The  provision  respecting  the  uniform 

mode 
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mode  of  rating  evidenlly  points  at  the  decisions  in  Bex        1839. 
rJlJoddreU{a)  and  similar  cases. 


Coleridge  J.  We  are  told  that  we  must  collect 
from  the  act  an  intention  to  alter  stat  43  Elizabeth, 
c.  2.;  but  this  cannot  be  done.  The  Court  has  always 
regarded  personal  property  as  being  within  the  opera- 
tion of  that  statute.  The  reluctance  with  which  the  rate- 
abili^  of  it  has  been  admitted  by  the  Court,  only  tends  to 
strengthen  the  argument  in  favour  of  the  rate ;  and  the 
silence  of  the  act  as. to  the  mode  of  rating  one  species  of 
property,  is  evidence  that  it  points  only  at  the  other. 

Orders  quashed. 

{a)  IB.  ^Jd.  403.      * 
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Court  of  QUEEN'S  BENCH, 
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UPON  WRITS  OF  ERROR  FROM  THAT  COURT  TO  THE 

EXCHEQUER   CHAMBER. 

tv 

Trinity  Term, 

In  the  Second  Year  of  the  Reign  of  Victoria. 


The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  Banc  in  this  Term  were, 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.        Patteson  J. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  WiLLIAMS  J. 


The  cases  decided  in  the  Queen's  Bench  this  term, 
and  argued  during  the  term,  are  reported  jointly  by  Mr. 
Ellis  and  Mr.  Smirke :  those  argued  in  former  vacations, 
by  Mr.  Smirke;  the  rest  by  Mr.  Adjolphus  and  Mr.  EUis. 


Bentall,  Esquire,  One  of  the  Clerks  of  the 
Petty  Bag  of  His  Majesty's  High  Court  of 
Chancery,  against  Sir  William  Robert 
Sydney,  Knight 

JJECLARATION  (filed  b  the  Petty  Bag  Office  in 

the  roU  of  at-  Chancery),  in  debt,  for  20/.,  for  fees  and  reward  due 

torneys  in  the 

Court  of  Chan-  and  owin^  and  of  right  payable,  from  and  by  defendant 

coy  as  evidence 

on  a  trial  in  tO 

K.  B.,  applied  to  the  senior  clerk  of  the  Petty  Bag  Office,  to  procure  an  order  from  the 
Master  (^  the  Rolls  for  their  productioo,  which  wm  granted;  accwding  to  the  ususd  prac- 
tice; 


A  party  wish- 
ing to  produce 
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to  plaintiff  as  senior  clerk  of  the  Petty  Bag  of  the  Court       18Sd. 
of  Chancery  at  Westminster^  for  the  work  and  labour,       — 
care,  diligence,  journeys,  and  attendances  of  plaintifi^        agahut 
by  him  done,  performed,  and  bestowed  at  defendant's 
request,  and  for  divers  attendances  with  divers  rolls  and  Mnior  clerk 
books  containing  the  inrolment   of  the  admission  of  ^^^liledTto  pro- 
solicitors  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  aforesaid,  and  other  b"^*^"' 
records,  before  that  time  made  and  bestowed  by  plaintiff  P'^f/^'' 
as  such  senior  clerk  in  his  Majesty's  Court  of  King's  the  derk  might 

daim,  for  aU 

Bench  at  Westminsier^  and  elsewhere,  at  defendant's  re-  tendance  at  the 

_  n        1  in  .  ^       1        t"*i  ^^  '"^ 

quest     Counts  for  other  work,  for  money  paid,  and  on  roU,  not  the  j 

an  account  stated.     Pleas :  Never  indebted ;  and  pay-  mimTration'of 

meat  of  II.  ISs.  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  debt  and  da-  !J!!|?f!*^ 

peanng  on  a 

maffes  as  to  that  sum.     Issues  thereon.  subpcena  duoei 

^  tecum,  but  rca- 

Particulars  of  Demand.  «>n«bie  fees,  to 

alargeramounty 

1836.  June  ISth.      Petition,   and   paid  for  which  were 

proYed  to  haye 

order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  pro-  been  usually 

dnce  the  Solicitors'  rolls  on  trial  in  the  Court  ^^  put,  to  ' 

of  King's  Bench  at  fTei/mfitt/^r        -         £0  \^  ^  ^a 'r^t^°^ 
Uth.     Attending  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  ^  "^^^ 

with  three  books  -  -  -11  0      Although  he 

did  not,  when 

Paid  cab  hire  there  and  back  with  books       -  0    2    0  lubpcenaed,  in- 

fonn  the  party,, 

15th.     The  like        -  -  -  -  1     d     0  that  he  should 

demand  re^ 
16th.      The  like  -  -  -   1      8      0  manention  ai 

17th.     Thelike       -  -  -  -  1     8    0  i;,^^^^^- 


of  the 


5      4      0  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  and  not 

Received  on  account         -         -  1  13    0  wanoidinaiy^ 


witness. 
Andal- 


^S    11      0  though  he  did 

m^^^^^^mmmmm         UOt  prOduGC  tlW 

On  the  trial  before  Littledale  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  ^^  n  by  his 
Middlesex  in  Michaelmas  term  1887,  the  following  facts  ^^^' 
appeared  (a). 

(a)  The  ensuing  statement  in  the  text  it  thai  whkh  ww  giTtn  in  the 
jii4piNnt  of  the  Court.    See  p.  157.  pott 

M  2  The 


SToirn'. 
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1839.  The  defendant  was  desirous  of  having  the  Rolls  of 

the  Court  of  Chancery  to  give  in  evidence  in  a  cause  of 

agamii^  Hill V.  Sydney;  and  he  applied  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was 
the  senior  clerk  in  the  Petty  Bag  Office,  to  get  an  order 
from  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  for  their  production,  which 
order  the  plaintiff  procured  (a). 

The  plaintiff  was  served  with  a  subpoena  duces  tecum 
to  produce  these  rolls  on  the  trial  of  the  cause,  which 
was  set  down  for  the  14th  June^  on  which  and  the  three 
following  days  one  of  the  clerks  in  the  Petty  Bag  Office 
attended  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  On  the  last  of 
those  days  the  cause  was  tried,  and  the  rolls  were  pro- 
duced by  the  clerk,  and  put  in  evidence.  The  rolls 
were  contained  in  three  folio  volumes,  more  than  he 
could  well  carry  from  Ckancety-Lane  to  Westminster; 
and  he  carried  them  backwards  and  forwards  in  a  coach. 
In  the  office  of  the  Petty  Bag  the  ordinary  common 
law  business  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  transacted. 
There  are  three  principal  clerks  in  the  Petty  Bag  Office; 
and  they  have  no  salaries,  but  are  paid  by  fees :  they 
jointly  appoint  a  deputy  clerk,  who  has  a  fixed  salary ; 
and  he  appoints  clerks,  who  are  paid  by  him.  The 
plaintiff  is  the  senior  of  the  three  principal  clerks;  and 
as  such  he  is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  rolls  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery.  It  is  the  official  business  of  the 
plaintiff  to  produce  the  rolls  by  himself  or  his  clerk ; 
generally  by  hb  clerk :  and  that  business  belongs  ezclu- 

(a)  The  order  was  as  foUowi. 

«  Mondt^,  Uie  ISUi  day  of  June,  in  the  6th  year**  && 

<'  Ex  parte  Sir  Robert  Sydney,  Knight.  Upoa  the  humble  petitbii  of 
the  said  Sir  Robert  Sydney  this  day  preferred  unto  the  Right  Honourable 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  for  the  reasons  therein  contained,  it  is  ordered, 
that  the.  proper  officer  do  attend  with  and  produce  the  roll  of  solicitors  of 
this  Court  on  the  trial  of  a  certain  action  brought  against  the  petitioner, 
which  is  about  to  be  tried  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench." 

sively 


IN  THE  Second  Year  op  VICTORIA,  165 

Bively  to  hiniy  and  he  alone  receives  all  the  fees  and        18S9. 
emoluments  which  arise  in   respect  of  it :  but  some 
branches  of  the  business  of  the  Petty  Bag  are  paid  by 
fees,  which  are  divided  amongst  the  three  principal 
clerks. 

When  the  subpoena  was  served,  and  order  obtained, 
one  guinea  was  paid  for  attendance,  and  12&  for  the 
order ;  and  the  sum  which  the  plaintiff  sought  to  re- 
cover in  this  action  was  three  guineas  for  three  days' 
further  attendance  after  the  first  day,  and  85.,  being  25. 
a  day,  for  four  days'  coadi  hire.     The  clerk  saw  the 
defendant  at  his  office  the  first  day.     The  clerk  asked 
the  defendant  if  he  was  to  attend  on  the  following  day : 
the  defendant  said  "certainly."    The  clerk  asked  the 
defendant  for  the  fees  for  the  next  day's  attendance. 
The  defendant  said  there  was  a  great  probability  of  the 
cause  not  being  tried  that  day,  but  it  would  the  fol- 
lowing day,   and  that  the  fees  should  then  be  paid 
all  together.     The  clerk,  at  a  subsequent  time,  told  the 
defendant  that  the  plaintiff  had  desired  him  to  say  that 
if  he  the  defendant  would  pay  ^the  plaintiff  the  fees 
claimed,  the  plaintiff  would  forego  any  costs.     The  de- 
fendant said  that  if  Mr.  BentaU  had  chosen  to  wait  till 
the  cause  of  HiU  and  Bandall  v.  Sydney  was  settled, 
then  the  fees  would  have  been  paid,  but  it  was  only  on 
that  principle  that  he  resisted. 

It  appeared  that  in  the  year  1743  Lord  Hardwicke^ 
then  Lord  Chancellor,  made  orders  as  to  fees  in  the 
offices  in  the  Court  of  Chancery :  and  amongst  those  in 
the  Petty  Bag  Office  there  was  a  direction  (a)  that: 
'*  For  attending  with  any  record  out  of  the  office,  the 

(a)  The  reception  of  this  order  in  evidence  was  objected  to  on  the 
trial ;  and  the  objection  was  again  mentioned  in  argument  on  the  nile^ 
hot  bccama  ultimately  inmateriaL 

M  8  derk 
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18S9.  derk  attending  is  to  be  paid  a  reasonable  fee^  according 
to  the  time  of  such  attendance '\(a).  Evidence  was 
given  that  for  between  forty  and  fifty  years  a  guinea  a 
day  had  been  regularly  paid  for  attending  a  Court  with 
the  rollS)  and  it  had  occurred  hundreds  of  timesi  and 
never  been  known  to  be  resisted  but  once. 

Kelfyf  for  the  defendant,  contended  that^  on]  these 
&Gts,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  The 
learned  Judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  giving 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit*  In 
the  ensuing  term  a  rule  nisi  was  moved  for  accordingly. 
The  grounds  of  the  motion  were,  that  no  compensa- 
tion beyond  that  of  an  ordinary  witness  could  be  claimed 
for  the  attendances  in  question ;  and  that,  if  such  right 
did  not  exist  originally,  it  could  not  be  given  by  the 
defendant's  subsequent  promise:  to  which  points  Collins 
V.  Goiefircy  {b)  was  cited.  It  was  also  suggested  that 
the  compensation,  if  claimable  at  all,  should  have  been 
sued  for,  not  by  the  plaintiff,  but  by  the  clerk  who 
actually  produced  the  document.  A  rule  nisi  was 
granted. 

In  Easter  term  18S9  (c).  Sir  K  PcUock  and  Hoggins 
shewed  cause,  and  Kelly  supported  the  rule.  The 
whole  argument  is  so  fully  gone  into  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Court,  that  no  further  report  is  necessary. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  this  term  {June  5th)  delivered 
judgment     After  stating  the  nature  of  the  action,  apd 

(o)  See  Beame/s  General  Orders  of  the  Bigh  Court  tf  Chattcery, 
where  the  whole  of  Lord  Sardwcke's  order  ii  set  out  i  pp.  369—449* 
Hie  paragraph  in  question  is  at  p.  ^4. 

(6)  iB.fAd.  950. 

(o)  Mt^  ad.    Before  Lord  Dennum  C.  J.,  LUttedak,  PMteton,  nd 

the 
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the  facts,  as  detailed,  p.  164.  to  166.  ant^  his  Lordship       1899. 
continaed* 

Mr.  Kelbf  applied  for  a  nonsuit,  which  my  learned       against 
brother  gave  him  leave  to  move  for.     The  rule  was 
argued  last  term;  and  it  was  urged,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  that  the  case   must  be  governed  by 
Collins  y.  Qoiefrcy  (a),  where  the  Court  held,  upon  a 
review  of  the   cases,  and   the  construction  of  stat. 
5  tiiz.  C.9.  s.  12.,  that  an  action  does  not  lie  for  a 
compensation  to  a  witness  for  loss  of  time  in  attend- 
ances upon  a  subpoena,  though  the  plaintiff  there  was 
an  attorney,  and  contended  that,  being  a  professional 
man,  the  rule  ought  not  to  apply  to  him.    It  was  also 
contended  that  the  subsequent  promise  to  pay  made  no 
di&rence,  if  there  was  no  original  consideration  for  the 
demand,  as  was  held  in  Collins  v.  Godefrpy  {a) ;  and  that 
Lord  Hardwicke  had  no  right  to  impose  a  fee  by  which 
the  Kingfs  subjects  could  be  bound;  and  that,  if  he 
bad  such  right,  the  defendant  ought  to  have  had  notice 
of  the  fee :  and  that,  as  the  plaintiff  accepted  service 
of  the  subpcena  without  telling  the  defendant  that  he 
did  not  consider  himself  bound  by  the  common  obligation 
of  the  service  of  the  subpoena,  but  that  he  should  require 
payn)ent  according  to  Lord  Hardwick^s  order,  he  can- 
not now  insist  that  he  stands  upon  a  djifferent  footing 
from  any  person  who  is  served  with  a  subpoena.    And 
it  was  also  contended  that  the  plainti£^  not  having  per- 
sonally attended  on  the  production  of  the  rolls,  is  not 
entitled  to  the  fee. 

We  think  that  the  rolls  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
cannot  be  taken  out  of  the  Court  to  be  g^ven  in  evi« 

(a)  1^.  ^Ad.950. 

M  4  dence 


Stonbt. 


168  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

1 839*       dence  as  a  matter  of  course ;  and  that  neither  the  Master 
"""^^       of  the  Rolls,  nor  the  plaintiff  as  the  senior  clerk  in  the 

BXMTALL 

agahut  Petty  Bag  Office,  would  be  compellable  to  produce  them 
on  a  subpccna  alone ;  but  there  must  be  an  order  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  for  that  purpose.  Hiese  records 
are  open  to  public  inspection,  and  any  body  wishing  for 
a  copy  of  them  may  have  it  in  the  usual  way,  upon  paying 
for  it:  or  a  party  may,  if  he  prefers,  apply  to  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  for  an  order  that  the  rolls  themselves 
should  be  produced ;  and  he  is  in  the  habit  of  granting 
such  orders;  but  he  would  not  suffer  the  rolls  to  be 
carried  out  of  the  office  by  any  body  but  one  of  the 
officers  of  the  Court:  and  it  is  not  reasonable  that  the 
officers  of  the  Court  should  leave  their  duties  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  these  rolls  wherever  a  party  in  a 
cause  may  wish,  without  being  paid  for  their  trouble 
and  attendance.  And,  whether  Lord  Hardwicke  had  a 
right  to  constitue  legal  fees  by  his  orders  or  not,  yet  this 
was  a  fee  which  was  so  far  optional  with  those  who 
wanted  the  records  out  of  the  office  that,  as  they  were 
not  entitled  to  have  them  out  of  the  office  of  right,  but 
only  on  an  application  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  if  they 
chose  to  have  them,  they  were  bound  to  pay  for  them  a 
reasonable  foe  according  to  the  terms  imposed  by  Lord 
Hardwicke. 

These  orders  of  Lord  Hardmcke  of  174S  are  stated 
in  Beames^s  Orders  in  Chancery^  369  {a)  :  and  the  part 
which  relates  to  a  clerk  of  the  Petty  Bag  Office  attending 
with  the  records  is  in  page  404.  The  obligation  to  at- 
tend the  Court  arises  no  doubt  from  the  subpoena ;  but 
that  subpoena  is  served  upon  a  person  who  in  the  ordinary 

(a)  See  p.  106.,  note  (a),  anU. 

course 
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oonrse  of  thiDgs  is  not  primarily  bound  to  attend  to  it:  IM9» 
it  originates  with  the  Master  of  the  Rolls;  and  he  or  BwrrAit 
the  Chancellor  may  very  reasonably  say  that  he  will  not 
grant  an  order  fdr  the  carrying  the  rolls  to  and  fro^  un- 
less the  officers  are  paid  for  their  trouble :  and  we  think 
we  are  not  to  confine  tlie  necessity  of  obeymg  the  sub- 
poena to  the  serrice,  as  in  Collins  y.  Goiefirqy  (a),  but  we 
must  also  look  to  the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

We  think  it  not  necessary  that  the  defendant  should 
have  had  notice  of  any  order  of  the  Chancellor  as  to  a 
remuneration  to  the  officer  of  the  Petty  Bag.  If  a  de- 
fendant, instead  of  applying  for  an  examined  copy  of 
such  part  of  the  rolls  as  he  wants,  chooses  to  get  an 
order  for  their  production,  he  must  be  supposed  to  be 
cognisant  of  the  rules  of  the  office  in  that  respect,  and 
which,  independent  of  Lord  Hardwick^s  order,  have  pre- 
vailed between  forty  and  fifty  years ;  and  there  was  no 
necessity  for  the  plaintiff  to  tell  him  that  he  relied  upon 
the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  did  not  con- 
sider himself  bound  by  the  obligation  of  the  subpoena  as 
in  ordinary  cases ;  and  the  statements  of  the  defendant 
on  two  occasions  are  quite  sufficient  to  shew  that  he 
was  acquainted  with  the  custom  of  the  office. 

We  think  it  no  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
recover,  that  he  did  not  personally  attend.  According 
to  the  custom  of  the  office  the  duty  of  producing  the 
records  was  cast  upon  him  ;  but  there  was  nothing  per- 
sonally requiring  his  attendance ;  it  was  the  same  thing 
whether  one  of  the  clerks  or  another  had  the  custody 
of  the  rolls  to  produce,  as  long  as  they  were  in  the 
keeping  of  the  officers  of  the  Court  of  Chancery;  in 

(a)  lB*i;Ad.9S0. 
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dct  the  plaintiff  scarcely  ever  personally  attended ;  but 
the  fee  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  whicheyer  of  the  clerks 
attended. 

Indeed  it  is  singular  enough,  as  to  the  Petty  Bag,  that 
if  issue  be  joined  the  Chancellor  delivers  the  record 
with  his  own  hands  to  the  King's  Bench  to  be  there 
tried;  4  In^.  80.,  1  Equity  Cases  Abridged^  128.  (a):  but, 
if  the  record  be  delivered  by  the  derk  of  the  Pet^  Bag, 
it  will  be  well  removed ;  for  that  may  be  said  to  be  propria 
manu  of  the  Chancellor,  which  is  done  by  his  officer ; 
1  Equity  Cases  Abridged^  128, 129(6). 

We  thmk,  therefore,  this  case  does  not  fall  within 
Collins  V.  Godefroy  (e?) :  for  the  plaintiff  does  not  attend 
merely  in  consequence  of  the  subpoena;  for  that  alone 
would  not  have  been  sufficient  to  compel  him  to  pro- 
duce the  rolls:  but  he  attends  in  consequence  of' the 
order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and  the  subpoena 
together :  and  we  think  that  the  plamtiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  a  reasonable  compensation  for  his  attendance  on 
the  production  of  the  rolls. 

The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


(a)  CWrft  vnd  their  Juritdiaion^  (A),  pi.  7. 
(ft)  CourU  and  their  Juri$diction,  ( A),'?!-  8. 
(c)  lB,^Ad,9S0. 
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18S9. 

I  — 

The  Queen  against  Thomas  Briohtwell. 

/^UO  warranto  information  for  exercising  the  office  WbereagiYen 
of  an  alderman  of  the  ci^  of  Norwich*     Pleas,  deimen  wm  to 
alleging  that  defendant  was  duly  elected  by  the  coun- . gi^endfly,^'^ * 
cillors  of  the  city  first  elected  under  stat  5  &  6  )^.  4.  ^^^^4. 
€•  76.,   being  assembled  together  for  the  purpose  of  ^Jich**^" 
electing  aldermen.    Replication.    1.  To  the  first  plea:  ■cnbednopar- 

o  ^  r  ticular  mode  of 

*<  That,  at  the  meeting  and  assembly  of  the  said  coun-  electing  (see 

now  itat. 

dJlors  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  at  the  time  when  they  7  ^.  4.  & 
so  met  and  assembled  together  at  the  Guildhall  for  the  «.  i4.),.tbe 
purpose  of  electing  the  said  aldermen  as  in  the  said  first  ^^  "ut  to 
plea  mentioned,  John  BatVDeU^"  &c.  (naming  sbcteen  per-  ^nui^nVM 
sons,  among]  whom  was  the  defendant),  "  were  by  one  JJ^^^**** 
William  Foster^  one  of  the  said  councillors  of  the  said  city,  ▼•cande*  to  be 

*^      filled  up,  any 

proposed  jointly  and  tc^ther  for  aldermen  of  the  said -elector  being  at 

liberty  to  pro- 

city ;  and  that  it  was  then  and  there  by  the  said  William  poM  and  have 
Foster  proposed  that  the  said  last^-mentioned  persons,  aUatofu7^ 
together  with  the  said  defendant  Thomas^  should  be  ^^^ 
elected  jointly  to  be  aldermen  of  the  said  city,  and  the 
same  were  then  and  there  by  the  greater  part  of  the  said 
oouncillbrs,  so  assembled  as  last  aforesaid,  jointly  and 
together  voted  and  declared  to  be  elected  and  chosen 
aldermen  of  the  said  ci^;*'  and  **  that  there  was  not 
then  and  there,  nor  at  any  other  time,  any  separate  pro- 
posal nor  any  separate  vote  nor  declaration  made  to  or 
oome  to  by  the  said  councillors' or  any  of  them,  that  the 
•idd  defendant  Thomas  should  be  or  was  elected  an 
aldennan  of  the  said  city :  without  this,  that  the  greater 

part 
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1839.       part  of  the  said  councillors  so  assembled  as  last  afore* 
said  did  duly  elect  the  said  defendant  Thomas  to  be 

The  QpwEM 

agauut  one  of  the  aldermen  of  the  said  city  in  manner  and 
form  &c.:  verification.  Replication,  2.  To  the  same 
plea,  that  the  greater  part  of  the  said  councillors  &c« 
did  not  duly  elect  defendant  to  be  one  of  the  aldermen 
&c.  Conclusion  to  the  country.  (The  other  pleas  were 
replied  to  in  similar  form.)  Rejoinder,  to  replication 
1.,  that  the  greater  part  of  the  said  councillors  so  as- 
sembled &c.  did  duly  elect  &c.  in  manner  and  form  &c. : 
Conclusion  to  the  country.  To  replication  2.,  similiter. 
Issues  were  tendered  and  joined  on  the  other  parts  of 
the  replication,  all  raising  the  same  question. 

On  the  trial  before  Park  J.,  at  the  Norfolk  Spring 
assizes,  1887,  it  appeared  that  at  the  meeting  of  coun- 
cillors for  the  election  of  aldermen,  on  December  8 1st, 
1885,  there  were  sixteen  aldermen  to  be  elected,  and 
an  individual  councillor  presented  to  the  chairman  a  list 
of  sixteen,  including  the  defendant,  and  moved  that  all 
the  names  in  that  list  should  be  adopted.  A  councillor 
present  objected  to  the  names  being  put  jointly,  and, 
without  resisting  the  adoption  of  any  in  particular,  which 
he  said  would  be  invidious,  proposed  two  others,  to  be 
added  to  the  list  This  was  put  to  the  vote,  and  nega- 
tived. The  names  first  mentioned  were  then  read  to 
the  meeting,  and  the  chairman  asked  if  any  other  name 
was  proposed.  The  adoption  of  the  list  was  then  voted, 
by  a  single  resolution.  When  the  objection  was  made 
to  voting  by  lists,  the  chairman  said  that  any  person  ob- 
jecting to  the  list  produced  might  propose  another;  or 
that  any  particular  name  in  the  list  then  proposed  might 
be  objected  to.    The  chairman  stated,  on  the  trial,  that 

**  nothing 
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<*  nothing  was  done  or  said  to  prevent  any  other  nomi-  1889. 
nations."  The  leaiuied  Judge  (after  referring  to  Bex  v.  —JT^ 
Monday  (a)  and  Bex  v.  Player  {b))  stated  to  the  jury,  as        ag^mui 

BftXOBTWILU 

his  opinion,  that  the  mode  of  proposing  the  names  was 
improper,  and  the  election  void.  Verdict  for  the  Crown. 
Sir  J.  Campbell,  Attorney-General,  in  the  ensuing  term 
obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  verdict  should  not 
be  entered  for  the  defendant  (leave  having  been  reserved 
so  to  move),  or  a  new  trial  had.  In  Hilary  term 
1889  (c), 

Sir  W.  W.  FoUdt,  Kelly,  and  CfMaOey  shewed  cause. 
The  only  question  is  whether,  on  an  election  of  alder- 
men, the  proposing  of  names  in  a  batch  be  correct  or 
not  Stat  7  ^.  4.  &  1  Vict.  c.  78.  5. 14.  gives  a  direc- 
tion on  this  subject  prospectively :  but  stat  5  &  6  )^.  4. 
c.  76.  5. 25.,  the  only  enactment  in  force  as  to  such  elec- 
tions at  the  time  in  question,  furnished  no  regulation; 
the  case  must  therefore  be  decided  by  the  ordinary 
rules  of  corporation  law.  The  practice  here  adopted 
is  in  itself  not  reasonable:  for,  when  sixteen  names  are 
put  up  together,  a  person  who  wishes  to  elect  one  parti- 
cular candidate  is  compelled  to  vote  for  fifteen  whom 
he  may  not  approve  of.  There  is  no  opportuni^  for 
the  electors  to  exercise  a  judgment  or  declare  an  option 
respecting  individual  candidates,  as  on  elections  to  par- 
liament: no.  opinion  is  taken  as  to  any  one.  If  the  list 
is  adopted  unanimously,  the  unanimity  may  be  only 
apparent  The  authorities  support  this  objection.  In 
Bex  Y.   Monday  {a)   Lord   Mansfield   disapproved   of 

(a)  S  Comp.  59a  (6)  2  B.  t  AUL  707. 

(c)  January  86th.     Before  LordZ>AtflMm  C.  X,  LiiUedale,  WiOiamtt 
and  Coleridgt  Ji. 

seven 
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16S9.       seven  candidates  at  once  being  proposed  for  die  office  of 
alderman ;  and  in  Bex  v.  PUnier  la\  where  the  common 

TheQnuir 

agpimit  council  of  Gloucester  admitted  seventy-nine  persons  to 
be  honorary  freemen  of  the  city  by  one  vote,  this  Courts 
referring  to  Rex  v.  Monday  (b\  granted  a  quo  warranto 
information.  Those  cases  are  still  law,  where  the  late 
acts  have  not  introduced  any  special  provision. 

Sir  c7.  Campbellf  Attomey-Gteneral,  J7.  Andrews^ 
Palmer,  and  ByleSf  contra.  The  mode  here  adopted  is 
the  preferable  one,  where  a  given  number  of  officers 
is  to  be  elected  in  a  given  day.  In  Bex  v.  Plca/er  (a) 
the  election  was  not  for  the  purpose  of  filling  vacancies, 
but  of  adding  to  an  indefinite  body  of  honorary  free- 
men ;  there  was  no  inconvenience,  therefore,  in  electing 
them  separately ;  and,  as  no  one  could  be  chosen  if  any 
member  of  the  common  council  dissented,  it  was  proper 
that  each  should  be  proposed  apart  Here  sixteen 
aldermen  were  to  be  elected  on  the  8 1st  o(  December,  by 
forty-eight  councillors.  Every  one  might  have  sixteen 
candidates  to  propose :  must  there  then  be  768  polls  ? 
The  argument  for  the  Crown  is,  that  each  individual 
must  be  voted  for  by  a  majority  of  the  electors  present; 
but  that  might  never  happen  to  any  candidate  if  there 
were  three  parties  in  the  council,  nearly  balanced. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  same  observation  would  ap- 
ply to  lists.]  Any  one  of  the  electors  here  may  have 
voted  for  any  one  of  the  candidates;  and  it  must  be 
supposed  that  in  assenting  to  the  lists  they  did  vote 
for  the  several  persons  named  in  them,  as  if  each 

(•)  S  A  4'i<tf.707.  (»)  2Cb«sp.59a 

name 
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name  had  been  repeated.  Where  the  vote  is  to  be  18S9. 
in  the  affirmative  or  negative^  the  names  must  be 
proposed  singly ;  but,  where  the  choice  is  to  be  exer- 
cised merely  by  nomination  of  one  in  preference  to 
another,  the  elector  may  vote  for  several  at  once;  and 
this  is  the  case  in  elections  of  members  of  parliament 
where  more  than  one  are  to  be  returned.  Nothing  was 
done  or  said  here  to  prevent  any  elector  from  o£kring 
an  additional  list  In  Be^e  v.  Monday  (a)  the  defendant 
was  not  elected,  because  there  was  a  majority  of  votes 
against  the  list  proposed.  In  which  his  name  was.  The 
remarks  of  Lord  Manffield^  as  to  the  mode  of  pro* 
posing  the  names,  were  made  obiter,  and  are  not  ap«* 
plicable  to  the  case  where  a  certain  number  of  vacancies 
must  be  filled  up  on  a  given  day.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
We  will  consider  of  this  case,  and  shall  be  careful  in 
the  decision,  if  it  be  only  to  lay  down  a  rule  for  other 
cases  which  are  not  within  the  act,  7  HPl  4.  &  1  Vid. 
c.  78.] 

Cur.  ado.  wit. 

Lord  Denkak  C.  X,  in  this  term  {June  6th ),  de- 
livered the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

On  the  tzial  of  this  quo  warranto  before  Mr.  Justice 
Parif  the  objection  to  the  defendant's  title  was,  that  the 
mayor  had  proposed  to  the  elective  body  a  list  of 
sixteen  persons  given  in  by  an  elector,  that  being  the 
number  of  vacancies  then  to  be  filled  up,  oflSering  at  the 
same  time  to  receive  any  list  of  sixteen  or  a  less  number 
that  any  elector  might  propose^  but  refuung  to  take  the 
votes  of  the  whole  assembly  on  each  particular  candidate, 

(•)  S  Cowp,  530. 

The 
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18S9.  The  learned  Judge  thought  that  the  rule  laid  down  in- 
Sex  V.  Monday  (a)  and  Bex  y*  PUyer  (&)  ought  to  have 
been  followed,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the  Crown, 
but  with  leave  for  the  defendant  to  move  that  the  ver- 
dict be  entered  for  him,  if  the  Court  should  not  take 
the  same  view  of  the  law. 

That  rule  was  properly  applied  where  an  indefinite 
number  of  honorary  freemen  was  to  be  elected.  The 
reason  is  obvious.  In  that  case  the  claim  of  each  is 
essentially  distinct,  and  his  individual  fitiiess  or  unfitness 
is  alone  to  be  determined.  This  cannot  be  done  when 
electors  are  required  to  vote  for  or  against  many  can- 
didates at  once.  They  may  think  it  so  desirable  that  A» 
'should  be  a  member  of  the  corporation,  from  respect 
and  confidence  in  him,  that  his  election  would  be  cheaply 
purchased  by  receiving  B.  and  C,  both  of  whom  they 
may  deem  wholly  unfit  for  the  office ;  or,  on  the  other 
hand,  may  think  him  so  highly  objectionable,  that  it  is 
better  to  exclude  a  long  list  of  well  qualified  persons 
thaa  permit  him  to  come  among  them.  Every  thing 
would,  therefore,  unavoidably  run  into  bargain  and 
compromise,  where  they  would  be  obviously  unnecessary 
and  improper,  and  even  inconsistent  with  the  direct 
purpose  of  such  an  electbn,  which  need  not  take  place 
at  al^  and  which  calk  on  the  electors  to  exercise  no 
other  judgment  than  on  the  competency  of  each  in- 
dividual proposed. 

But  it  seems  to  us  that,  when  a  certain  number  of 
persons  is  to  be  elected  as  an  official  body,  that  veiy 
principle  is  the  only  one  diat  can  reasonably  be  acted 
on.     I  may  consider  A.  perfectly  fit  for  one  of  the 

(a)  ^C9wp.$9Q.  (&}  ^B.^JU.1(ft. 

places 
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places  to  be  filled,  provided  only  that  B.  or  C.  should        18S9. 
occupy  another  of  them.    The  point  on  which  the  voter  Qu«tif 

must  exercise  his  judgment  is,  not  whether  A.  would        ^omjc 

Briqhtwbll. 

be  a  good  alderman,  but  whether  A*  and  others  would 
form  a  good  board  of  aldermen.  The  proposer  of  the 
Ikt  lays  it  before  the  assembly,  as  the  board  which  he 
recommends.  Each  elector  had  the  opportunity  of 
proposing  his  own  board,  or  each  those  persons  who 
Ottght^  in  his  opinion,  to  be  elected  at  all  events,  what- 
ever others  may  find  a  seat  there. 

The  defendant's  counsel  contended  that  by  taking  the 
votes  for  individuals  singly  the  purpose  of  the  election 
might  be  wholly  defeated,  as  there  might  be  no  majority 
in  &vour  of  any  one,  though  there  was  one  in  favour  of 
the  definite  number.  But  it  is  possible  that  there  might 
be  an  equality  oT  votea  for  two  or  any  other  number  of 
the  candidates  in  the  list;  the  probability  is  less,  but 
that  is  all. 

On  the  part  of  the  Crown  it  was  also  asserted  that 
the  nomination  and  election  of  a  member  of  parliament,   . 
the  most  solemn  form  of  election  known  to  our  law,  pro- 
ceeds always  on  the  single  handed  rule,      lliis  is  hardly 
true  as  a  practical  proposition :  for,  though  the  nomi- 
nation is  separate,  and  the  shew  of  hands  taken  on  each, 
which  may  be  final,  it  is  not  necessarily  final.     The 
freeholder  who  nominates  A.,  in  hopes  that  B.  will  be 
19    colleague,  is  free  to  ask  for  a  poll,  and  vote  against 
A.  if  he  sees  that  B.  cannot  succeed,  and  that  AJs  col- 
league will  neutralize  A.*s  services,  or  make  him  an 
objectionable  member.     If  the  election  is  decided  by 
the  poll,  every  voter  has  the  power  of  giving  in  his  list, 
and  does  give  it  in,  by  voting  for  four,  three,  two,  or 
Vol.  X.  N  only 
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1839.        only  one^  if  he  thinks  proper.     This  is  precisely  what 
^    I  was  done  in  the  election  from  which  this  quo  warranto 

The  QoxxN  ^ 

againMi  arOSe. 

BRIOBTWXI.L.  ,  -  1  /«.        1 

The  number  of  votes  so  tftkeu  anords  a  true  measure 
of  the  confidence  reposed  in  each  and  all  the  candidates 
by  the  whole  body  of  voters. 

The  act  of  7  fT.  4.  &  1  Vict.  c.  78.,  which  received 
the  royal  assent  in  Jidy  18S7,  was  passed  after  this  elec- 
tion, and  after  this  rule  was  obtained :  it  cannot  there- 
fore, as  a  matter  of  law,  regulate  what  was  then  done. 
But  the  mode  of  election  there  enjoined  by  the  legis- 
lature, to  be  observed  hereafter  and  permanently,  cannot 
be  considered  as  opposed  to  the  sound  general  principles 
fo^  conducting  similar  elections :  and  the  fourteenth  sec- 
tion makes  the  general  law  for  the  future  in  exact  con- 
formity with  the  practice  observed  when  this  defendant 
was  elected. 

Rule  absolute. 
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1839. 


The  Queen  against  The  Lords  Commissioners  J^/'^' 
of  Her  Majesty's  Treasury. 
(In  the  Matter  of  Loxdale.) 

TN  last  Hilary  term,  Sir  W.  W.  FoUeii  obtained  a  rule  The  «  common 

to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  borougi^  before 

commanding  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  ^^^  ^^1 

Treasury  "to  hear  and  determine  the  merits  of  the  "jj^i^^J^Xct), 

u>peal  of  James  Loxdale  on  his  claim  to  compensation  ^^  always 

^^  ^  ^  executed,  by 

for  the  loss  of  all  the  emoluments  of  his  office  of  com-  himself  or  de- 
puty, the  offices 
mon  clerk  of  me  borough  of  ShremSnay  in  the  county  of  clerk  of  the 

of  Salop?^    The  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was  ob-  clerk  of  the 

talned  recited  the  goreming  charter,  14?  Car.  1.,  which  iidcnui  to  thlt 

directed  that  there  should  be  "one  honest  and  proper  cierk!""'^ 

man,  skilled  in  the  law/'  who  should  be  called  "  com-  *"'  *°^,      . 

'  council,  elected 

men  derk  **  of  the  town^  and  who,  by  himself  or  deputy,  after  that  act, 
should  write  and  make  all  recognisances  to  be  taken  to  the  office  of 

«« town  derk," 

before  the  mayor  or  other  justices  within  the  town,  and  which  he  dc- 
should  transcribe  the  same  and  all  laws  and  ordinances,  cept,  on  the 
&c^  ordained  by  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  assistants,  Sie  office  was 
and  all  proceedings  and  acts  of  the  court  at  the  sessions  ^g^nlone- 
of  the  peace  held  for  the  town ;  and  should  make,  •"**  ^*  ^^f.'"™*^ 

*  '  '   compensation 

write,  and  enroll  all  pleadings,  &c.,  and  acts  of  court  in  »» "!»"  *J<»« 

'  r  o  »         »  ^  of  the  entire 

the  cou^  of  record  in  the  same  town,  and  in  the  other  office  of  com- 
mon clerk. 
The  council 
tcfused  any  compcniation ;  and  the  Lords  of  the  IVeaturyi  on  appeal  and  hearing  of  all  par- 
ties, decided  that,  as  he  was  re-elected  town  clerk,  he  was  not  entitled  to  compensation  for 
sack  part  of  his  emoluments  as  appertained  to  that  office ;  but,  as  he  was  not  re-elected  to  tJie 
offices  of  clerk  of  the  peace  or  clerk  of  the  magistrates,  he  was  entitled  to  compensation  for 
the  cmolttments  of  the  common  clerk  acting  as  clerk  of  the  peace  and  to  the  justices ;  and 
they  awarded  to  him  an  annuity  «  for  the  loss  of  his  office  of  common  clerk."     Held,  that 
the  Lflids  had  sufficiently  adjudicated  on  the  whole  subject  of  appeal:   and  the  Court  re- 
Ibscd  •  mandamus  to  them  to  hear  and  detennine  the  merits  of  it. 

If  the  Lords  have  in  fact  heard  and  determined  an  appeal  under  sect.  66  of  the  act,  this 
Gooft  will  not  interfers  by  mandamus,  though  it  may  be  satisfied  that  compensation  has 
been  awarded  on  an  erroneous  principle. 

Vol.  X.  O  courts 
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.I8S9.       courts  held  there;  and  should  make  all  writings  and 

"       muniments  concerning  the  mayor,  &c;,  in  right  of  the 

agahst       town ;  and  do  and  execute  all  other  things  belonging 

The  Ijords  of  -  "^ 

theTreuury.    to  the   office    of  common  olerk.    The  oflSoe  wte  to 
Matter  of      Continue  till  death  or  resignation;' and  there  was    a 
liOXDAu.)     p^^gj^  given  to  the  recorder,  steward,  and  common 
derk  to  appoint  deputies  respectively  during  pleasure. 
The  claimant,  who  was  a  barrister,  was  elected  to  the 
office  of  common  clerk  iaSeplember  18SS,and  appointed 
under  the  common  seal.     He  continued  to  fill  the  office 
till  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  stat 
5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  76.,  when  the  town  council  ordered  that 
"  James  Loxdale,  Esquire,  be  re-appointed  town  clerk** 
of  the  said  borough ;  but  he  declined  to  accept  the 
office.    The  town  council  thereupon  elected  another  to 
that  office,  and  also  appointed  a  Clerk  of  the  Peace. 
The  borough  justices  also  appointed  a  clerk  to  the 
justices.   These  offices  had  been  always  theretofore  exe- 
cuted by  the  common  clerk  or  his  deputy.     In  August 
18S6,  Mr.  Loxdale  delivered  a  statement  to  the  council, 
claiming  to  be  compensated  for  the  whole  amount  of 
the  emoluments  of  his  late  office  (without  deducting 
the  value  of  those  which  appertained  exclusively  to  the 
office  of  town  clerk),  on  the  ground  that  the  new  office 
was  essentially  different  from  the  old  one  of  common 
clerk,  and  that  the  latter  was  in  eflbct  abolished.     The 
council  disallowed  the  whole  of  this  claim.     Mr.  Loxdale 
then  appealed  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  to  whom  he 
submitted  a  memorial :  the  town  council  replied  to  it:  and 
the  claimant  ti'ansmitted  to  the  Lords  observations  upon 
the  reply.     He  was  then  called  upon  by  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury  to  furnish  a  statement  of  the  different  heads 
of  receipt,  so  as  to  distingubh  in  what  character  and 

.  on 
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on  what  account  he  received  each.    This  statement  was       18S9. 

accordingly  furnished,  and  was  sent  by  the  Lords  of  the    ^*  ^       , 

Treasury  to  the  town  council  for  their  observations,    ^  agamit    , 

The  liOfdi  of 
which  were  again  submitted  to  the  claimant  for  his  reply,   the  T^asuiy. 

On  18th  JamAry  1839,  the  following  Treasury  minute,      Matter  of 

dated  1 1th  January^  containing  the  aw«rd  of  the  Lords,     ^*"*"-) 

was  notified  to  him. 

<*  Read  several  papers  on  the  appeal  of  Mr.  LoxdaUy 
late  oommon  clerk  of  the  borough  oi  Skrewshwy. 

<<  Read  the  opinion  of  the  law  oflBcers  of  the  crown, 
whom  my  lords  considered  it  necessary  to  consult  on^ 
the  case. 

'<  Read  minutes  of  this  board  on  the  subject  of  ck)m« 
pensation  to  town  clerk  of  the  10th  September  1835. 

<^  Upon  a  full  consideration  of  the  papers  before  them, 
and  the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  crown,  my 
kMrds  consider  that,  as  Mr.  Ijoxdale  was  re-elected  to 
the  office  of  town  clerk,  he  is  not  entitled  to  compens-^ 
ation  for  such  part  of  his  emoluments  as  appertained  to 
the  office  of  town  clerk;  but  that,  as  he  was  not  re- 
elected  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace,  or  clerk  to  the 
magistrates,  he  is  fairly  entitled  to  compensation  for  the 
loss  of  the  emoluments  he  would  have  lost,  although  he 
had  continued  as  town  clerk  when  re-elected,  and  which 
were  received  by  the  common  derk  acting  as  clerk  of 
the  peace  and  cld^k  to  the  justices.  Having  before 
them  the  account  furnished  by  Mr.  Loxdak^ .  my  Lords 
are  pleased  to  award  to  him  an  annuity  of  120L  per 
annum,  as  compensation  for  the  loss  of  his  office  of 
oommon  clerk,  such  compensation  to  commence  from 
6th  May  1 836,  and  to  continue  for  his  life." 

It  further  appeared  that  the  limits  of  the  borough 
had  been  greatly  contracted  by  the  Municipal  Corpo*' 

O  2  ration. 
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1839*       ration  Act,  and  that  the  business  incident  to  the  oflSce 

of  town  clerk  had  been  consequently  much  diminished. 

ugamn  On  the  part  of  the  corporation,  it  was  stated  that 

iheTrcMurf.   there  was  no  distinction  between  the  o£Sces  of  town 

Matter  of     derk  and  common  clerk,  but  that  it  had  been  caOed 

'    ^^^*-i    m;ij  known  as  well  by  one  as  the  other  name;  and 

numerous  entries  in  the  corporation  records  were  pro-' 

duced,  in  which  the  former  name  was  used ;  that  the 

claimant  had  constantly  called  and  signed  himself  ^Uown 

derk  ;*'  and  that  he  had  refused  to  furnish  to  the  town 

council  separate  accounts  of  the  emoluments  attached  to 

each  function  of  his  o£Sce.     Other  facts  were  also  stated 

upon  the  merits,  to  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  advert. 

Sir  John  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  Sir  Frederick 
PoOock^  Wighiman^  and  Austin^  shewed  cause.  The 
decision  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  is  a  right  one. 
At  all  events,  if  they  have  regularly  heard  and  deter- 
mined the  appeal,  the  decision  is  final,  and  cannot  be 
reviewed  by  this  Court.  The  office  of  common  clerk 
and  of  town  derk  are  identical ;  the  act  has  only  altered 
its  tenure^  and  deprived  it  of  some  emoluments  formerly 
inddental  to  it.  It  is  indeed  true  that  it  can  no  longer 
be  executed  by  deputy;  but  this,  and  the  other  alter- 
ations^ are  only  <<  circumstances*'  (sect.  66)  to  be  con- 
sidered in  awarding  the  oompensatidh.  If  the  office  is 
a  new  one,  then  Mr.  Jjaxdale  might  have  accepted  it, 
and  yet  claimed  compensation  for  the  whole  of  the  lost 
office;  which  will  hardly  be  said.  The  appellant  claims 
for  the  loss  of  aU  his  emoluments ;  whereas,  having  re- 
fused to  accept  the  office  of  town  clerk,  the  act  has 
provided  for  him  no  compensation  in  respect  of  that 
office;  but,  as  the  two  other  appurtenant  offices  were^ 
at  all  events,  lost  to  him,  whether  he  continued  in  the 

office 
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office  of  town  clerk  or  not,  compensation  has  been       lJ389. 
awarded  in  respect  of  them.    Bex  v.  2%^  Mcyor^  S^Cf       —— • 
of  Bridg^aoater  (a)  supports  the  decision.    There  the       tigmnd 
common  clerk  was  re-appointed  town  clerk;  and  the  theTreMury.f 
compensation  was  ^Mimited  to  those  emoluments  which      Matter  of 
were  receired  for  duties  subordinate  and  incidental  to     *'®**^"') 
the  old  office: "  per  Coleridge  J.  ibid.    At  all  events  it 
appears  that  the  Lords  Commissioners  have  heard  and 
determined  the  case;  and  the  minute  expressly  gives 
compensation  for  the  office  of  *^  common  clerk/'  just 
as  if  that  office  had,  in  bet,  been  abolished.    It  has^ 
indeed,  been  said  by  the  Court  that  there  must  be  some 
way  of  reviewing  such^ecision.  [LordDemnanCJ.  We 
have  not  exactly  laid  that  down.     We  said  there  might 
be  cases  in  which  we  might  be  able  to  do  so  (&).]    The 
inconvenience  of  interference  will  be  very  great.    The 
ol:gect  of  the  act,  which  (sect  66)  makes  the  order  <*  bind- 
ing on  all  parties,'*  can  hardly  be  satisfied,  unless  the 
Lords  can  detenmne  both  law  and  &ct.    They  cannot 
direct  an  issue,  nor  take  the  opinion  of  a  court. 

Cresmell^  E.  V.  mttiams^  and  L.  Peelj  contra.  The 
office  to  which  Mr.  Loxddle  was  appointed  is  a  new  one. 
In  Bex  V.  The  Mcyor^  S^c.^  rfBridgeooater  (a)  Coleridge  3. 
so  describes  an  office  in  a  similar  case.  It  is  like  th^ 
Common  Clerkship  oiBristci^  where  the  charters  require 
a  barrister  to  be  appointed  (c).  It  would  be  absurd  to 
suppose  that  the  burden  of  compensation  could,  in  that 

(a)  €A.^E.  SS9. 

(b)  See  Ex  parte  Lee,  7  J,  f^  S.  1S9« ;  Begma  y.  ifoyor,  {«.,  tfNm^ 
wkk^SA.^E.  633,637.;  Sfgma  r*  LordM  of  tke  Treasury  {In  the  Mai^ 
ter  of  Tibbiti),  potU 

(c)  See  Uie  Britiol  cbarten  of  36  Car.  8.  and  9  Amu  Seyer^s  SritM 
Ckmterh  pp.  S76»  307.  (4to  1818).  See  Appendix  to  tke  Fint  Report  ^ 
the  Engfuk  Mumcgfol  CarpooraHon  CommiitUmerSp  Fait  IL  pp.  1160» 
1165, 1166. 

O  3  case^ 
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1889«  casBi  be  avoided  by  appointing  the  barrister  to  die  new 
pffice  of  town  derk,  of  which  the  duties  are  now  inconi 
si^tent  with  the  practice  of  his  profession.     So  here  the 


Th«QjDuy 


The  Lords  of 

the  TroMury.  charter  requires  a  person  <<  skilled  in  the  law/'  to  be  ap^ 
Matter  qt  pointed^  which  has  been  usually  construed  to  mean  a 
X^oxhau.)  barrister.  The  re-election  was  a  mere  device  to  deprive 
the  party  of  compensation  for  an  office  which  was,  at 
mostf  only  nominally  the  same.  The  duties  of  commoa- 
derk  are  specified  in  the  charter,  and  they  include  duties 
ivhich  do  not  usually  devolve  on  a  town  clerk«  If  the 
claimant  had  united  three  distinct  offices,  then  there 
would  have  been  some  ground  for  giving  a  partial  conn 
pensation  for  one  or  two  of  them :  but  here  it  was  one 
enture  office,  and  no  part  could  be  separately  resigned  or 
granted.  Two  of  the  incidental  duties,  viz.  those  of 
clerk  of  the  peace  and  clerk  of  the  justices,  have  become 
incompatible  by  the  provision  of  the  act  itself;  sect  102. 
It  is  therefore  impossible  to  reelect  to  the  old  office. 
iLittledale  J.  If  he  had  accepted  the  same  office  with 
twice  the  duty  and  half  the  profit,  could  he  have 
demanded  compensation  ?]  The  proper  course,  to  entitle 
him  to  compensation,  is  to  refuse  it.  The  power  of  the 
Lords  to  make  such  order  as  to  them  **  shall  seem  just** 
will  not  authorise  them  to  make  one  at  variance  with 
the  intent  of  the  act,  which  is,  obviously,  to  give  com- 
pensation for  every  lost  office.  Here  they  have  only 
compensated  for  the  loss  of  part  of  it ;  and  this  on  the 
ground  that  the  party  has  been  offered  an  office  involv- 
ing some  of  the  duties  of  the  old  one.  It  may  be  con- 
ceded that,  if  they  had  awarded  the  compensation  to 
be  paid  as  upon  a  loss  of  the  whole  office,  the  award 
would  have  bound  all  parties ;  but,  though  the  minute 
professes  in  terms  to  do  this,  it  is  evident  that  the 
office  of  "  town  clerk"  only  is  meant.     The  names  of 

office 
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office  are  there  treated  as  synonymoas^  otherwise  it         18d9» 
would  be  self-contradictory.     Either  they  have  given 
qompensation  fibr  the  whole,  which  is  repugnant  to         ogmntt 
the  admission  on  the  other  side  that  he  has  received,    the  Trawur^* 
and  was  only  entitled  to,  compensation  for  part;  or      Matter  of 
they  have  awarded,  compensation  for  part  only,    in      *^^^^^) 
whicll  case  they  have  not  exercised  their  jurisdiction 
by  making  any  award  of  compensation  in  respect  of  the 
rest.  In  eflPect,  they  have  only  in  part  decided,  and  may 
dierefore  be  compelled  to  rehear  and  decide  as  to  the 
wholes    In  l^e  Attorney  General  v»  'Hie  Corporation  t^ 
Pook  (a)  Lord  CottenhamCs  language  suggests  a  doubt 
whether  the  rei^pointment  must  not  be  accepted^  as  well 
as  granted,  in  order  to  deprive  the  party  of  his  right  to 
eompensation.    [Patteton  J«    Your  argument  goes  to 
this  extent;  that,  if  the  office  of  town  clerk  had  been 
accqyted,  even  with  a  higher  salary,  Mr.  Loxdale  might 
still  have  had  compensation  for  all.] 

Cur*  adv*  vidt. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  in  this  term 
{Monday^  27th  Mt^)^  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Cburt. 

This  was  an  application  by  Mr.  Ijoxdale^  late  common 
derk  of  the  town  of  Shrembwry^  for  a  mandamus  to  be 
directed  to  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury, 
commanding  them  to  hear  his  statement  of  the  loss  sus- 
tained by  him  by  reason  of  being  deprived  of  his  said 
office  of  <<  common  clerk,"  and  to  award  him  a  com* 
pensation  for  such  loss.  [His  lordship,  after  stating 
the  reappointment  of  Mr.  Loxdale^  his  refusal  to  ac- 
cept the  office  of  town  clerk,  the  disallowance  of 
compensation  by  the  town  council,  his  appeal,  and  the 

{a)AMyLi  Cr.24. 

O  4  Treasury 
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"The  QviKK 

against 
The  Lords  of 
ibe  Treasury. 

(In  the 
matter  of 

JLOXDALE.) 


Treasury  minute,  as  aboyej  proceeded  as  follows.]  It 
is  upon  the  form  of  this  minute  that  the  implication 
for  a  mandamus  has  been  chiefly  founded;  it  having 
been  contended  that  it  clearly  appears  therefrom  that 
Mr.  Loxdale's  claim,  or  at  least  a  portion  of  tif  was 
never  heard  or  considered  at  all.  And  that  is  the  real 
question ;  because  it  was  properly  conceded  in  the  irgu- 
ment  (by  analogy  to  the  course  uniformly  pursued  by 
the  Court  in  awarding  or  refusing  the  writ  of  mandamus 
to  justices,  &c»)  that,  if  the  lords  did  hear  and  consider 
the  case,  a  mandamus  ought  not  to  go,  even  if  the  Court 
should  be  satisfied  that  the  compensation  had  been 
awarded  upon  an  erroneous  and  mistaken  principle. 

The  language  of  the  66th  .section,  as  to  the  manner 
of  makmg  compensation  by  the  council,  is,  that  an 
adequate  compensation  is  to  be  assessed  by  the  council 
for  the  salary,  fees,  and  emoluments  which  the  person 
shall  so  cease  to  hold,  regard  being  bad  to  the  manner 
of  his  appointment  to  the  said  office,  and  his  term  or 
interest  therein,  and  all  other  circumstances  of  the  case  ; 
and,  as  to  the  appeal,  that  a  person  thinking  himself 
aggrieved  may  appeal  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury, 
who  shall  thereupon  make  such  order  as  to  them  shall 
seem  just,  and  such  order  shall  be  binding  upon  all 
parties.  And  we  think  that  it  must  be  understood 
that  the  appeal  is  to  be  conducted  upon  the  same  prin- 
ciple as  the  original  hearing  before  the  council,  with 
regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

The  most  favourable  view  of  the  subject  for  the 
applicant  we  presume  to  be,  to  suppose  that  the  office  of 
common  clerk  has  been  abolished,  because  that  was 
contended  for  by  his  counsel,  thou^  we  beg  to  be 
understood  as  expressing  no  such  opinion.    Supposinj^ 

however. 
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however,  that  to  be  so,  what  is  the  fair  import  of  the        1899. 
Treasury  minute  ?    We  think  it  is  quite  apparent  that 
the  Lords  were  considering  the  value  of  the  lost  office^        agahui 
because  (what  they,  obviously,  deemed  to  be)  its  com*    the  Treasurj. 
ponent  parts  are  analysed ;   and  those  were^  clerk  of      m*^  of 
the  peace,  <?lerk  of  the  justices,  and  town  clerk.    For      *'<>*'>^"*) 
the  two  former,  which  they  treated  as  lost,  and  under 
circumstances  to  call  for  compensation,  they  awarded 
the  above-mentioned  annuity;   but  for  the  latter,  no- 
thing; and  give  as  a  reason,  that  he  might  have  had  the 
office  of  town  clerk,  if  he  had  chosen.    This,  therefore, 
seems  clearly  to  shew  that  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury 
had  the  lost  office  (and  all  the  parts  of  it)  fiill  under 
thdr  notice.    Suppose  one  part  of  the  emoluments  of 
the  common  clerk  to  have  been  a  house  of  the  value  of 
lOOA  per  annum,  and  that,  upon  the  change,  the  same 
bouse  had  been  offered  to  him,  which,  for  some  reason, 
he  had  refused,  could  it  possibly  have  been  contended 
that  such  refusal  was  not  a  circumstance  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury?    And  yet 
what  is  the  material  distinction?    But  we  forbear  to 
follow  the  investigation  of  the  principle  of  the  decision, 
the  only  question  being,  whether  the  Lords  have  heard 
and  decided  at  attf  because,  if  they  have^  that  decision 
is,  by  the  act,  expressly  declared  to  be  final.    The 
fallacy  seems  to  be  in  inferring  that,  because  nothing  is 
allowed  to  the  applicant  in  respect  to  that  part  of  his 
former  duty,  which  they  designate  as  the  tami  derk\ 
therefore  his  claim  has  never  been  under  consideration 
by  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  at  all.    We,  however, 
have  arrived  at  a  contrary  conclusion ;  and  the  conse- 
quence b,  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


CASES  IK  TRINITY  TERM 


Thur$d^,  NORRIS  CgaiuSt  SmITH« 

Where  a  clnue  /*t  ASE  for  a  libel,  imputing  to  plaintiff  that  he  kept  a 
(50  6.  s.  disorderly  house,  to  the  common  nuisance,  Sec 

^S^d^J^"  Plea:  Not  Guilty  (by  statute). 

r°IliI^'*Airty  Th®  ^^^^  ^^  ^"ed  at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex  after 
days'  notice       \g^^  Eoster  term,  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.    The 

of  acUon  for  ' 

anything  done    alleged  libel  was  contained  in  a  notice,  signed  by  de- 

in  puTBuance  of  "^  o  .r 

it,  and  enabled   fendant  as  clerk  of  the  trustees  under  stat  50  G.  3. 

the  party  com- 

plained  of  to  c.  cxllx.  (Local  and  Personal,  Public),  for  lighting,  watch- 

for  uTf^rro-  11^9  &c«9  the  Streets  in  the  parish  oiSt.LuJcej  Middlesex^ 

Hefd^^tiut  a  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  plaintiflT's  dwelling-house.   It  purported  to 

tTSe  defeS-  ^  ^  Dotice  under  sect  105  (a)  of  the  statute,  reciting  a 

Mi^whojusti-  complaint 

fied  under  the  ^  ^  '^ 

act,  requesting  him  to  communicate  the  names  of  certain  parties,  and  stating  that^  unless  the 
request  was  complied  with,  the  plaintiff  would  "  take  proceedings  against  hun  acoordingly,*' 
was  an  insufficient  notice  within  the  statute. 

Hie  act  authorised  trustees,  upon  oomplai&t  of  any  inhabitant,  and  *'  due  iuTestigatioD,** 
to  order  «  any  pigstye,  necessary,  or  nuisance,*'  in  or  near  the  streets,  &c.,  to  be  removed 
within  seven  days  after  notice  in  writing  to  the  occupier  of  the  premises  wherein  sncb 
nuisance  was  situate.  The  triistees  issued  such  a  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  imputing  that  he 
kept  a  brothel*  and  ordering  him  to  discontinue  such  nuisance.  Plaintiff  thereupon 
brought  an  action,  as  for  a  Ubel,  against  the  clerk  who  signed  the  notice :  Held,  that  he 
was  entitled  to  notice  of  action  under  the  above  clause^  although  it  did  not  appear  that  there 
had  been  either  complaint  or  investigation  before  the  issuing  of  the  order. 

Sefnble,  a  brothel  is  a  nuisance  within  the  meaning  of  such  an  enactment,  per  Lord 
Denman  C.  J.,  at  JNtd  Prku. 

(a)  Sect  105,  is  as  foUows:  '<  In  case,  in  any  part  or  partsof  the  said 
parish,  any  hogstye,  necessary-house^  or  nuisance  shaU  be  in  or  near  any 
of  the  streets,  squares.  Ways,  roads,  lanes,  courts,  passages,  or  public 
places  within  the  said  parish,  it  shall  be  lawfbl  for  the  said  trustees,  upon 
complaint  thereof  to  them  made  by  any  such  inhabitant,  and  after  d^ue 
investigation  of  such  complaint,  by  notice  in  writing  under  the  hand  or 
hands  of  their  clerk  or  clerks  for  the  time  being,  to  order  that  any 
pnd  every  nuisance  or  nuisances,  office  or  offiinces,  shall  be  forthwith 
remedied  or  removed,  and  if  the  same  shall  not  be  remedied  or 
removed  within  seven  days  after  such  notice  given  to  the  owner  or 
owners,  occupier  or  occupiers,  of  the  premises  wherein  such  nuisances  shall 
be  situate,  or  left  for  him  or  them  at  his  or  their  last  or  usual  place  or 

places 
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complaint  to  the  trustees  against  plimtiff  for  keeping  a 
brothd'frequented  by  persons  of  ill  fame  of  both  sexes ; 
and  requiring  him  forthwith  to  abate  and  discontinue 
such  nuisance^  otherwise  that  the  trustees  would  proceed 
to  cause  him  to  be  indicted,  in  pursuance  of  the  statutes 
in  that  behalf.  More  than  thirty  days  before  the  com-* 
menoement  of  the  actioni  plaintiff's  attorney  wrote  the 
following  letter  to  defendant. 

35.  Castle  Street,  Holbom,  4th  August  1838. 
Sir,  —  I  am  directed  by  Mr.  John  Norris  of  P. 
Slreet  to  request  you  will  forthwith  give  up  the  names 
of  the  person  or  persons  said  to  have  made  a  complaint 
to  the  trustees  for  lighting  &c.  the  parish  of  Stk  Luke^ 
«Mja  upon  which  you  did,  on  the  23d  JiJy  last,  serve 
Mr.  Norris  with  a  notice  charging  him  with  keeping  a 
disorderly  house  &c. ;  and,  unless  you  do,  Mr.  Norris 
will  consider  you  die  author  of  such  notice  (which  I 
conceive  to  be  libellous),  and  will  take  proceedings 
against  yon  accordingly.  Probably  you  will  favour  me 
with  the  names  of  the  gentlemen,  said  to  be  trustees, 
who,  in  your  company  and  presence,  forcibly  entered 
Mr.  Norris^s  house.     An  answer  is  requested. 

I  am,  Sir, 

W.H. 


issa 


pbcet  of  abode,  it  shall  and  maj  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  trustees  to 
indict^  or  cause  to  be  indicted,  such  person  or  persons  so  neglecting  or  dis- 
obeying such  notice  or  notices,  at  the  next  general  or  quarter  sessions  of 
the  peace  for  the  county  of  AficUfpjrar,  for  such  nuisance  or  nuisances ;  and 
such  person  or  persons  being  found  guilty  thereof,  such  nuisance  or 
nuisances  shall  or  may  be  removed,  taken  down,  and  abated,  according  to 
law  with  regard  to  public  or  common  nuisances.*'  There  is  a  sunilar 
proTision  in  the  Metropolis  PaTing  Act,  57  G,  S.  c.  xxix.  s,  67.  (local 
and  personal,  public),  which  was  also  relied  upon  by  the  trustees,  but  of 
which  no  notice  was  taken  in  the  argument. 

To 
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1839.  To  this  letter  defendant  returned  for  answer  that  he 

would  *^be  happy  to  receive  any  proceedings"  which 
plaintiff  might  be  advised  to  take  against  him,  but  de- 
clined to  give  the  names,  alleging  that  be  did  not  know 
who  they  were,  and,  if  he  did,  would  not  communicate 
their  names.  No  complaint  to,  nor  investigation  by, 
the  trustees,  previous  to  the  above  notice,  was  proved  on 
the  part  of  defendant  It  was  objected  that  a  notice, 
issued  under  the  above  circumstances,  was  not  action- 
able ;  and  that  no  notice  of  action  had  been  given  as 
required  by  the  statute  (a).     On  the  other  side,  it  was 

contended 

(a)  Beechey  y.  ^deSf  9  P.  f  C  806.  was  cited.  See  lAdtter  ▼•  Borrow^ 
9A.^E,  654.,  and  the  cues  there  cited.  The  following  lectionB  of  the 
Act  wera  leufied  U^ 

Sect.  170.  ^  No  pbuntiff  or  plaintifia  shall  recorer  in  any  action  to  he 
commenced  against  any  person  or  persons  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance 
of  this  act,  unless  naitiee  m  wrdmg  ^mc/b  viUended  oofiofi  shall  faafe  been 
giTen  to  the  deriL  or  clerks  of  the  said  trustees,  or  left  at  his  or  their  last 
or  usual  place  or  places  of  abode,  twenty-one  days  before  such  action  ihall 
be  commenced,  mgned  2y  the  aitonutffor  the  intended  plaintiff' or  plaintiffs, 
gpeejfyingikeanue  orcau$ei€f$uck  aetion;  nor  shall  any  plaintiff  or  phun- 
tiffs  recover  in  such  action  for  satisfaction  for  special  damage  or  otherwise^ 
or  for  any  such  irregularis,  trespass,  or  other  proceedings,  if  tender  of  suf- 
ficient amends  shall  be  made  by  or  on  the  behalf  of  the  party  or  parties 
who  shall  have  committed,  or  cause  to  be  committed,  eyery  or  any  siich 
irregularity,  trespass,  or  wrongful  proceeding,  before  such  action  shaU  be 
brought,"  &C. 

Sect.  173.  "  No  action  or  suit  shall  be  commenced  against  any  penMn 
or  persons  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  until  after  Udrty 
da^  notice  in  writing  shall  be  thereof  given  to  the  derk  or  clerks  to  the 
eaid  trustees,  or  after  sufficient  satisfaction  made  or  tendered,  or  afier  six 
calendar  months  next  after  the  fact  committed,  for  which  such  action  or 
actions,  suit  or  suits,  shall  be  so  brought;  and  all  such  actions  or  suits 
sbaU  be  laid  and  tried  in  the  county  of  AKddZr«a^  or  city  of  London^  and 
not  in  any  other  county,  dty,  or  place  ;  and  that  the  defendant  or  defend- 
ants  in  such  action  or  actions,  suit  and  suits,  and  ereiy  of  them,  may  plead 
the  general  issue^  and  give  this  act,  and  the  special  matter,  in  evidence^  at 
any  trial  or  trials  which  shall  l>e  had  thereupon;  and  that  the  matter  or 
thing  for  or  on  which  such  action  or  actions,  suit  or  suits,  shall  be  brought, 
wo  done  in  pursuance,  and  by  tha  authority,  of  this  act;  and  if  the  asid 
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contended  that  the  act  did  not  apply  to  nuisances  of  the  18S9. 
kind  mentioned  in  the  supposed  libel :  that  the  letter  of 
plaintiff's  attorney  \7as  a  sufficient  notice;  and  that 
there  was  strong  evidence  of  want  of  bona  fides  in  the 
proceeding  of  the  trustees.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice 
was  of  opinion  that  the  statute  applied  to  nuisances  of 
this  kind,  and  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defend- 
ant on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  sufficient  notice 
of  action,  with  liberty  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
plaintiff,  with  nominal  damages. 

Erie  now  moved  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff* 
The  defendant,  who  relies  on  the  order  of  the  trustees^ 
must  stand  in  their  place,  and  cannot  justify,  because 
they  could  not  have  justified.  There  was  no  complaint^ 
nor  any  investigation  by  them  before  they  issued  the 
notice.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  held  that  the  order, 
though  it  might  be  irregular,  was,  at  all  events,  sufficient 
to  entitle  the  defendant  to  notice  of  action.]    The  letter 

nutter  or  thing  ilaU  appear  to  hare  been  so  done,  or  if  it  sfaaU  appear 
tiiat  foch  action  or  suit  waa  brought  before  fioeniy-ontf  deof^  notice  was 
given  as  before  directed,  or  that  sufficient  satisfaction  was  made  or  ten- 
dered or  paid  into  court  as  afbresud,  or  if  any  such  action  or  suit  tfhall  not 
be  commeooed  within  the  time  before  for  that  purpose  limited,  or  shall  be 
laid  in  anj  other  county,  city,  or  place  than  as  aforesaid,  then  the  jury 
shall  find  for  the  defendant  or  defendants  therein ;  and  if  a  Tordict  shaU 
be  found  for  such  defendant  or  defendants,  or  if  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiflli 
in  such  action  or  actions,  suit  or  suits,  ahall  become  nonsuited,  or  suffer  a 
discontinuance  of  such  action  or  actions,  suit  or  suits,  or  if  upon  a  de- 
murrer or  demurrers  in  such  action  or  actions,  suit  or  suits,  judgment 
shall  be  given  for  the  defendant  or  defendants  therein  ;  tlien,  and  in  either 
of  the  cases  aforeiaid,  such  defendant  or  defendants  shall  hsTe  treble  costs, 
and  shall  have  such  remedy  and  remedies  for  recoTering  the  same,  as  any 
defendant  or  defendants  may  ha?e  for  the  recoTcry  of  his,  her,  or  their 
coau  in  other  cases  by  law." 

Whether  twenty  one,  or  thirty,  days'  notice  was  necessary,  was  a  question 
which  tiM  Court  adverted  to^  but  found  it  unnecessary  to  determine. 

by 
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againtt 
SMurii. 


18SSL  hy  the  plamtiff's  attorney  on  4th  August  was  a  stiffident 
notice.  The  act  does  not  reqaire  snch  particularity  in 
the  notice  as  stat  24  G.  2.  c  44.  &  1.  does  inthe  case  of 
justices,  but  merely  a  general  notice  of  action. 

LiTTXJSDALE  J.  The  notice  required  is  certainly  not 
so  particular  as  is  necessary  in  proceeding  against  ma-^ 
gistratesj  but  this  notice  is  insufficient  Jn  Leans  Vi 
Smith  (a)  a]  letter,  notifying  the  party's  intention  f'to 
take  legal  measures  **  if  certain  gooda  were  not  delivered 
forthwith,  was  held  insufficient  by  C.  J.  Gibbs  under  a 
similar  provision.  The  refusal  to  give  up  the  names 
should  have  been- followed  by  a  distinct  notice  of  action^ 
to  which,  the  defendant,  who  stands  in  the  situation  of 
the  trustees  in  this  respect,  is  clearly  entitled^  whese  the 
act  complained  of  was  done  boni  fide. 

Pattbson  J.  The  order  issued  by  the  trustees  pro-f 
fessed  to  be  a  proceeding  under  the  act;  and  there  is 
enough  to  shew  that  it  was  taken  bona  fide  in  pursuance 
of  the  act  The  defendant  was  therefore  entitled  to  a 
proper  notice.  Here  the  letter  was  sent  without  re- 
ference to  the  statute.  It  is  only  a  conditional  notice^ 
not  an  absolute  one ;  and  it  makes  no  allusion  to  the 
period  of  time  at  the  end  of  which  an  action  is  to  be 
commenced,  and  during  which  the  defendant  is  to  have 
an  opportunity  of  tendering  amends. 

Williams  J.  The  question  is,  not  whether  the  de-* 
fendant  and  the  trustees  were  strictly  justified  by  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  but  whether  there  was  a 
semblance  of  acting  under  it    If  there  was,  the  defend-^ 

.      (a)  MoUj  N.  P.  C.  27.  ' 

ant 
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ant  is  entitled  to  8iich  a  notice  as  wfll  indqce  him  to  tendei^ 
amends,  where  the  act  has  not  been  strictly  pursued. 

Ix>rd  Denman  C.  J.  concurred. 

Rule  rafusedrf 


OwsTON  against  Coaxes.  m!^ 

TN  Easter  term  last,  Cresmdl  obtained  a  rale  nisi  that  The  smeties 
defendant  should  be  at  liberty  to  render  himself  in  trader  under 
discharge  of  his  sureties  given  under  1  &  8  Viet.  c.  llOl  j  ^^  g  ria, 
u  8.  (a),  and  that,  in  the  mean  time,  proceedings  should  ^u^'on  of  ar- 

The  following  facts  appeared  on  affidavit.    Defend-  discharge 
ant,  being  arrested  on  a  capias,  put  in  baQ  Jufy  18^8*  a  render  of 

their  principal 

On  Sd  December  an  exoneretur  was  entered  under  after  Yerdict 

against  him, 
and  before  judgment 

(«)  Sect  8  enacts,  that  if  a  creditor  of  a  tiadar  (to  a  certain  imoimt) 
aball  file  an  affidaiit  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  that  his  debt  is  jiistljr 
due,  and  that  his  debtor  is  a  trader,  and  shall  serve  him  personally  with  i^ 
copy  and  with  notice  in  writing  requiring  immediate  payment,  <*  and  if 
such  trader  shall  not  within  twenty-one  days  after  personal  service  of  sudi 
affidavit  or  affidavits  and  notice  pay  such  debt  or  debts,  or  secure  or  comn 
pound  fo»the  same  to  the  satis&ction  of  such  creditor  or  creditors,  or  enter 
faito  a  bond,  in  such  sum  and  with  such  two  sufficient  sureties  as  a  com-* 
misboiier  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  shall  a|»prov9  of,  to  pay  au^siim  or 
sums  as  shall  be  recovered  in  any  action  or  actions  which  shall  have  been 
brought  or  shall  thereafter  be  brought  for  the  recovery  of  the  same,  together 
with  sQch  costs  as  shall  be  given  ia  the  same,  or  io  retoder  himself  to  the 
custody  of  the  gaoler  of  the  court  in  which  such  action  shall  bafe  been  or 
may  be  brought  according  to  the  practice  of  such  Court,  or  within  such 
time*and  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Court  or  any  judge  thereof  shall 
direct,  after  judgment  shall  have  been  recovered  in  such  aetion,  every 
such  trader  shall  be  deemed  to  have  conmiitted  an  act  of  bankruptcy  on 
the  twenty-second  day  after  service  of  such  affidavit  or  affidavito  and 
notice,  provided  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  shall  issue  against  such  trader  within 
two  calendar  months  from  the  filing  of  such  affidavit  Qt  affidavit^  but  not 
otherwiae.*'^ 

the 
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1899.  the  sieventh  section  of  the  above  act.  On  8th  De-^ 
cember  plaintifF  served  defendant  with  a  copy  of  aflSdavit 
and  notice  in  writing,  agreeably  to  the  statute,  requiring 
the  payment  of  4000/.^  the  amount  for  which  he  had 
been  arrested;  whereupon  defendant  .procured  two 
sureties  to  join  him  in  a  bond  of  which  the  following 
was  the  condition.  *^  If  the  above  bounden  Thomas 
Coates  shall  pay  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  shall  be 
recovered  in  the  said  action  so  brought  by  the  said 
company  in  the  name  of  the  said  Thomas  Owston,  as 
such  trustee  as  aforesaid^  against  the  above  bounden 
Thomas  Coatesj  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  alleged 
debty  together  with  such  costs  as  shall  be  given  in  the 
same,  or  shall  render  himself  to  the  custody  of  the  mar- 
shal of  the  marshalsea  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
being  the  gaoler  of  the  Court  in  which  the  said  action 
hath  been  brought  and  is  now  depending  as  aforesaid, 
according  to  the  practice  of  ^nch  Court,  or  within  such 
time  and  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Court  or  any 
Judge  thereof  shall  direct  after  judgment  shall  ha#e 
been  recovered  in  such  action,  then  the  present  obliga- 
tion shall  be  void''  &c»  At  the  following  Spring  assizes 
plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  for  2500f.,  on  which  judg- 
ment had  not  been  entered  up.  Defendant,  having  be- 
come a  bankrupt,  and  being  desirous  of  relieving  his 
sureties,  then  applied  to  a  Judge  at  chambers  for  leave 
to  put  in  bail,  that  he  might  render  *^  according  to  the 
practice  of  the  Court;**  but  his  Lordship,  being  of 
opinion  that  it  could  not  be  done  under  the  act  till  after 
judgment,  refiised  to  allow  it ;  upon  which  the  present 
motion  was  made*    In  last  Easier  term  (a), 

(a)  triedtietdmf,  Bit  Majf,  I8S9.    Before  Lord  JDenman  C.  J.,  LiUb- 
dalct  PaUeumt  and  Coleridge  Jb. 

Joseph 
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Joseph  Addison  shewed  cause.  The  only  render 
known  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  is  by  bail ;  and  that 
alone  must  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  act. 
Sect.  3,  &&)  shews  that  all  arrest  on  mesne  process  is 
not  taken  aways  The  cases  in  which  the  Court  gives 
time  for  render  by  bail  account  for  the  words  used  in 
sect  8 ;  Gkndining  v.  Robinson  (a),  Winstahky  v.  Gait^ 
ikeU  (&).  Bail  alone  can  render^  in  which  respect  bail 
differs  firom  mainprize ;  Bac.  Ab.  Bail  in  Civil  Causes  (c).. 
Even  if  the  defendant  were  rendered,  the  marshal  would 
have  no  power  to  keep  him ;  for  he  will  not  be  in  cus- 
tody under  any  writ,  and,  the  exoneretur  being  entered, 
it  is  as  if  there  had  never  been  baiL  The  case  is  ana^ 
logons  to  that  of  bail  in  error,  who  cannot  render;  or 
to  the  old  provisions  for  proceeding  against  debtors 
being  members  of  parliament,  especially  the  repealed 
Stat  4  G.  S.  c.  SS. ;  except  that  there  is,  in  the  act  last 
mentioned,  no  alternative  to  pay  or  render,  as  in  stat 
I  &  2  Vict,  c.  110.  s.  8.  The  intention  of  the  act  was 
to  give  the  power  only  where  the  existing  practice 
of  the  Court  recognises  it.  At  all  events  the  sureties 
can  have  no  relief  till  after  judgment^  by  the  express 
words  of  the  clause. 


I8S9. 
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Cresfwellj  contra.  The  sureties  are  not  like  main* 
pernors,  nor  like  sureties  in  bankruptcy,  who  are  in  the 
nature  of  mainpernors,  and  give  security  to  pay  but  not 
to  render;  stat  6  G.  4.  c.l6.  s.10.  The  analogy  is  rather 
to  the  recognizance  given  on  reversing  outlawry.  If 
there  be  no  subsisting  practice  by  which  the  render  can 
be  effected,  the  Court  must  now  establish  it;  otherwise 

(a)  1  Tauni.  320.  (b)  16  Easi,  389. 

(c)  Vol.  i.  pag«44I.  (7tb  ecL);  where  an  Arumjfmoug  ca$e,  eMotL 
S81.,  ud  4  Jftff.  180.9  are  cited. 

Vou  X.  P  the 
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1889.       the  party  cannot  do  that  which,  it  b  evident,  the  legis- 
~  lature  meant  to  be  done.    The  right  to  establish,  alter, 

ogainu  or  SQspend  general  rules  of  practice,  is  constantly  ex- 
ercised.  If  the  G>nrt  has  no  power  according  to  its 
present  practice,  it  may,  under  the  latter  part  of  the 
clause,  direct  noeoj  when  and  how  the  render  shall  be 
made  after  judgment.  {Paiteson  J.  You  apply  the 
words  *^  after  judgment ''  to  the  time  of  render,  and  not 
to  the  time  of  making  the  rule.3 

Cur.  adv.  wU* 

Lord  Denm  AN  C  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  This  was  a  motion  by  persons,  who  had  given 
bond  under  the  eighth  section  of  stat  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110., 
to  be  allowed  to  render  their  principal  after  verdict 
against  him  and  before  judgment.  The  condition  of 
the  bond,  as  required  by  the  act,  is  to  pay  the  condemn- 
ation money  or  render  the  defendant  according  to  the 
practice  of  the  Court  Now  the  practice  of  the  Court, 
as  to  render,  applies  only  to  cases  when  a  defendant  is 
at  large  upon  bail,  and,  when  rendered,  the  defendant  is 
in  custody  under  the  writ  upon  which  he  was  originally 
taken.  In  the  present  case  there  is  no  such  writ,  nor 
any  bail;  but  we  think  that,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the 
act  of  parliament,  we  must  construe  it  to  have  placed  the 
defendant,  who  has  found  sureties  by  bond  under  the 
.  eighth  section,  in  the  same  situation  as  if  he  had  been 
arrested  and  given  bail,  and  to  have  treated  the  obligors 
in  the  bond  as  bail  in  the  action. 

The  rule  of  Court  for  the  render,  or  order  of  a  Judge 
for  the  same  purpose,  will  then  be  sufficient  authority, 
by  virtue  of  the  eighth  section  of  the  act,  for  the  deten- 
tion ;  and  the  obvious  intention  of  the  legislature  will  be 
carried  into  effect 

Some 
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Some  doubt  existed  as  to  the  words  ^^  after' judg-  18S9. 
ment'*  in  the  eighth  section,  namely,  whether  they 
apply  to  the  whole  preceding  matter  or  not:  as  to 
which  we  think  that,  at  all  events,  they  do  not  apply  to  a 
render  "according  to  the  practice  of  such  Court;"  and 
as  bail  would,  by  that  practice,  have  been  at  liberty  to 
render  a  defendant  after  verdict  and  before  judgment, 
we  think  that  the  obligors  in  this  bond  must  be  at  liberty 
to  do  the  same.  The  rule,  therefore,  will  be  made  ab- 
solute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Doe  on  the  demise  of  Oxenden  against       ^"riday, 

^  ^  3fay  24th. 

Cropper. 

ROM  the  affidavits  in  this   case  it  appeared  that  An  ejectment, 

the  ejectment  was  brought  to  recover  a  close  called  cioscf^.  tmd 

Little  BeckSf  and  also  the  house  and  land  which  were  refew^'arNisi 

the  subject  of  the  two  following  agreements,  and  for  no  ^^^^^^^ 

other  lands  &c.  together  ^th 

an  action  for 

By  memorandum  of  agreement,  dated  July  Sth,  1831 9  trespass  upon 

close  B,, 

between  Cropper  and  Oxenden^  Cropper  agreed  to  let,  brought  by  the 

and  Oxenden  to  take,  at  a  certain  rent,  the  house  and  piainUff  against 

land  therein  mentioned,  for  three  years  from  13th  May  fen^nT  in 

then  last,  with  liberty  to  Oxenden  to  continue  the  pos-  J^^^^Jhere 

session  for  five  or  seven  years,  on  statin^r  his  determin-  ^«>*  special 

...  pleas  justifying 

ation  so  to  do,  in  writing,  six  months  before  the  expir-  on  the  ground 

°  ,  r  of  tide  to  close 

ation  of  the  three  years.  By  memorandum  of  agreement,  b,  indefendant. 

The  arbitrator 
ord«red  a  Tcrdict  on  all  the  issues  in  trespass  for  the  defendant,  except  one  bsue  on  a  plea  of 
Not  Guilty :  but  he  ordered  a  general  yerdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  ejectment    By  a  paper 
which  be  delivered  with  the  award,  suting  his  reasons,  it  appeared  that  be  considered  that 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  close  B, 

Held  that,  though  there  appeared  a  repugnancy,  the  postea  in  the  eiectment  could  not  be 
amended  by  confining  it  to  dose  A.,  and  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff' was  entitled  to  retain 
the  general  Verdict. 

P  2  dated 
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1839.       dated  May   14tby   1832,  between    the    same  parties. 
Cropper  agreed  to  sell  and  Oxenden  to  purchase  the  same 


|B0B 

.OzvMDKv     house  and  land  at  a  price  named. 


Cmomtu  ZdUle  Becks  formed  no  part  of  the  property  men- 
tioned in  the  two  agreements,  but  had  been  let  by 
Cropper  to  Oxenden  in  May  1833.  Cropper  retook 
possession  of  lAttte  Becks  about  March  1834:  and, 
Orm^&n  having,  failed  to  complete  the  purchase  con- 
tracted for  by  the  agreement  oiMay  1832,  Cropper  also 
entered  into  possession  of  the  house  and  land  which  was 
the  subject  of  that  agreement,  in  February  1835. 

For  the  entry  in  February  1835,  Oxenden  brought  an 
action  of  trespass  against  Cropper  ;  but,  in  that  action, 
no  claim  whatever  was  made  respecting  Little  Becks* 
Cropper  pleaded  several  pleas  of  soil  and  freehold,  as  to 
the  house  and  land,  in  himself  and  others ;  and,  as  to 
certain  proper^  therein,  he  pleaded  property  in  him- 
self and  others ;  and  also,  to  the  whole  declaration.  Not 
Guilty.  Oxenden  replied,  to  the  pleas  of  soil  and  free- 
hold, a  demise  to  him  by  Cropper  of  14th  November 
1832,  traversed  the  pleas  of  property,  and  joined  issue 
on  the  plea  of  Not  Guilty.  Cropper  traversed  the  de- 
mise, and  joined  issue  on  the  traverse  in  the  replicadon : 
and  Oxenden  joined  issue  on  the  traverse  in  the  rejoinder. 
The  actions  of  ejectment  and  trespass  came  on  to  be 
tried  at  the  Lincolnshire  Summer  assizes,  1837,  before 
Park  J. ;  when,  by  an  order  of  Nisi  Prius,  it  was  or- 
dered, by  consent  &c.,  that  a  jutor  should  be  withdrawn 
in  the  ejectment,  and  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  Oxenden  v.  Cropper  (the  action  of  trespass)  for 
1000/.  damages,  subject  to  the  award  of  a  barrister, 
who  should  be  at  liberty  to  order  and  direct  for  whom 
and  for  what  sum  the  verdict  should  be  finally  entered, 

and 
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and  to  direct  a  verdict  to  be  entered  in  the  ejectment  as        1839. 
he  might  think  right ;  and  he  was  to  settle  all  matters       — 

DoKdenu' 

in  difference  between  the  said  parties  in  both  causes^  Oxxkdin 
and  to  order  and  determine  what  he  should  think  fit  to  CBorrxB. 
be  done  by  either  party  respecting  the  matters  in  dis- 
pute, who  agreed  to  be  bound  and  concluded  by  such 
determination:  the  costs  of  each  oause  to  abide  the 
event  of  the  award,  and  the  costs  of  the  reference  and 
all  other  costs  to  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  arbitrator. 
Andy  by  the  like  consent,  the  defendant  was,  at  all 
events,  to  retain  possession  of  the  premises  in  question^ 
and  Oxenden  was  to  release  all  right  and  interest  therehi 
that  he  might  have :  and  the  arbitrator  was  to  say  what 
compensation,  if  any,  was  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant 
to  Oxenden  in  respect  of  any  money  he  might  have  ex- 
pended upon  the  premises  agreed  to  be  purchased  by 
Oxenden  of  defendant. 

The  arbitrator  made  his  award,  the  material  part  of 
which  is  as  follows.  **  I  do  award,"  &c.,  ^*  that  a  ver- 
dict be  entered  in  the  said  first-mentioned  cause,  that  is 
to  say  in  the  action  of  ejectment,  for  the  plaintiff  with  . 
Is.  damages ;  and  I  do  further  award,"  &c.,  '^  that  upon 
all  the  issues  joined  in  the  said  last-mentioned  cause, 
that  is  to  say  the  action  of  trespass,  except  the  issues 
joined  on  the  last  plea  in  the  said  last-mentioned  cause, 
the  verdict  be  finally  entered  for  the  defendant;  and 
that,  upon  the  issue  joined  on  the  said  last  plea,  that  is 
to  say  the  plea  of  Not  Guilty,  the  verdict  be  finally 
entered  for  the  plaintiff.  And  I,"  '*  having  duly  heard 
and  considered  the  claims  made  by  the  said  Henry 
Ckudleigh  Oxenden  upon  the  reference  of  all  matters 
in  difference,  and  particularly  the  claim  made  by  him  to 
compensation  for  money  expended  by  him  upon  the 

P  3  above- 
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18S9.        above-mentioned  premises  at  Lacely^*  (the  subject  of 

.  "    7"       the  agreement  to  purchase),  "and  also  the  claims  made 

OxKNDtK      by  the  said  Robert  Cropper  against  the  said  Henry  Chud" 

againii 

CAor»a»  let'gh  Oxenden,  upon  the  reference  of  all  matters  in 
difference  between  the  said  last-mentioned  parties/'  "  do 
award,^  &c.,  "  that  nothing  shall  be  paid  by  either  of 
the  said  last-mentioned  parties  to  the  other  of  them  in 
respect  of  such  claims*^' 

At  the  time  of  the  award  hieing  talcen  up  by  the  de- 
fendant,  the  arbitrator  delivered  to  him  a  paper  writing, 
of  which  the  material  part  is'as'  follows.  "  If  either  party 
should  desire  to  know  the  grounds  upon  which  I  have 
proceeded  in  making  my  award,  they  are  as  follows.  I 
am  of  opinion  that,  if,  previous  to  the  expiration  of  the 
agreement  for  three  years  in  May  1834,  the  contract 
for  the  purchase  had  been  put  an  end  to,  the  parties, 
according  to  the  doctrine  in  Doe  v.  Stanton  (a),  would 
have  been  remitted  to  their  original  rights,  and  the 
tenancy  would  have  revived  and  have  continued  until 
the  expiration  of  the  agreement;  but  that,  when  the 
agreement  expired,  nothing  occurred  upon  which  a  new 
contract  upon  the  terms  of  the  old  one  for  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year  could  be  implied.  It  was,  I  think, 
clear,  that  neither  party  contemplated  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year  from  that  time ;  and  that  Mr.  Oxenden  was 
permitted  to  continue  in  possession  of  the  premises 
mentioned  in  the  declaration  in  trespass  solely  on  the 
footing  of  the  proposed  purchase ;  and  that  he  was  in 
the  same  situation  as  if  he  had  then  taken  possession 
under  the  purchase  contract.  With  respect  .to  the 
Little  BeckSf  I  think  there  was  fully  sufficient  evidence 

(a)  Doe  dem.  Gray  v.  Stcmion^  1  Mee  |r  W.  695.  A  C,  Tynvh,  ^  Or- 
1065. 

of 
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of  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  not  determined  by  1839. 
notice  at  the  time  the  possession  was  resmned  by  the 
defendant ;  and  that,  consequently,  the  gedment  might  Oukdz* 
be  maintained  to  recover  the  Little  Becks.  I  am  of  CBomm. 
opinion  that  the  purchase  did  not  go  off  from  any  defect 
of  title  in,  or  de&ult  o^  the  defendant,  but  in  conse- 
quence of  the  inability  of  the  plaintiff  to  complete  the 
purchase:  and,  under  such  circumstances,  I  am  not 
aware  of  any  rule  of  law  or  equity  by  which  the  de- 
fendant could  be  required  to  pay  back  money  laid  out 
upon  the  premises  without  his  consent  or  privity/' 
He  then  added  other  reasons,  not  material  here,  for  his 
not  allowing  the  expense  of  the  improvement.  It  was 
deposed  that  the  only  points  in  dispute  before  the  arbi* 
trator,  in  the  ^ectment,  were,  whether  the  tenancy  of 
Zdttle  Becks  was  from  year  to  year,  and  whether  it  con-> 
tinned  on  the  day  of  the  demise,  4th  Fehrvary  18S5, 
and  whether  Oxenden  was  tenant  from  year  to  year,  or 
at  will  or  sufferance^  under  the  two  agreements  or  other- 
wise. 

The  postea  in  the  action  of  qectment  was  entered 
GoilQr,  generally. 

JVhitekurst^  on  affidavit  of  the  above  facts,  now.moved 
that  the  postea  might  be  amended  by  confining  it  to 
Little  Becks  {a).  It  is  clear  that  the  arbitrator  con- 
sidered the  defendant  entided  to  the  possession  of  all 
but  Little  Becksy  both  from  the  award  as  to  the  action 
of  trespass,  and  from  the  language  of  the  document 

(a)  He  alio  mored  that  the  Master  should  tax  the  costs  for  the  de- 
fcndant,  or  at  any  rate  not  for  the  plaintiiF,  aa  to  all  except  IMtte  Becks  s 
but,  it  not  appearing  that  any  taxation  had  hitherto  taken  place,  the  Court 
said  that  they  could  not  presume  that  the  costs  would  be  taxed  erro- 
neously ;  and  that  the  motion  was  therefore  so  tax  premature. 

P  4  which 
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18B9.  which  he  delivered  with  the  award.  In  ordinary  cases 
— _—  ^j.  verdict,  the  Court  has  power  to  amend  the  postea 
OxKNDsic  according  to  the  true  intent  of  the  jury :  and,  though 
€ftorn».  this  is  usually  done  by  the  Judge  who  tries  the  cause, 
yet,  strictly  speaking,  he  is  only  a  commissioner;  and 
the  real  power  is  in  the  Court*  Then  the  same  rule 
must  be  applied  to  cases  where  the  postea  is  the  result 
of  an  award.  In  Kent  v*  Elstob  (a)  the  Court,  discover- 
ing, from  a  paper  delivered  by  the  arbitrator,  as  here, 
together  with  the  award,  that  he  had  mistaken  the  law, 
set  the  award  aside.  Sharman  v«  BeU  (b)  may  be  cited 
for  a  contrary  doctrine:  but  there  the  grounds  of  the 
arbitrator's  decision  were  collected  only  from  his  con- 
duct on  the  arbitration.  But  in  a  very  late  case,  Jones 
V.  Cony  (c),  where  an  arbitrator  had  stated  his  reasons 
verbally,  after  the  publication  of  the  award,  in  order  to 
enable  the  parties  to  apply  to  the  Court,  the  Court, 
considering  the  reasons  bad,  set  aside  the  award.  A 
notion  at  one  time  prevailed  that  a  plaintiff  in  ejectment, 
if  he  proved  his  case  for  any  part  of  the  land,  was 
entitled  to  a  general  verdict,  though,  at  his  own  risk,  he 
was  bound  to  confine  the  execution  to  the  part  for  which 
he  had  proved.  [Lord  Derman  C.  J.  A  general  verdict 
does  not  bind  for  all  claimed :  but,  where  the  evidence 
confines  the  case  to  a  part,  the  verdict  may  be  for  such 
part.]  In  Doe  dem.  Brringjton  v.  JSrrinffton{d)  Cole- 
ridge  J.  said,  <*  The  action  of  ejectment  in  form  com- 
plains of  an  unlawful  ouster,  usually  from  several 
messuages  or  closes,  and  the  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in 
issue  an  ouster  from  any  one  of  them.  The  issue, 
therefore,  is  formally  and  substantially  divisible.    It  is 


(a)  3  East,  13.  (b)  5M.4;S,  504. 

(c)  5  New  Co.  187.  •  (d)  4  Dou^.  P.  C.  602. 


very 
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veiy  possible,  that  as  to  one  or  two  messuiages  the 

ouster  may  be  unlawful,  and  as  to  the  residue  lawful, 

and  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  a  finding  by  the  jury  of      OxxNsxy 

such  an  ouster  as  to  some  or  one  of  the  messuages  or      CMms. 

closes,  and  negativing  it  as  to  the  residue/'    Here  the 

question  is  very  important  as  affecting  the  costs. 

Humfrey  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance.  The 
arbitration  rule  gives  the  defendant  the  possession,  at 
all  events :  so  that  nothing  can  be  affected  except  the 
costs.  Doe  dem.  Bryant  v.  Wipple  (a)  shews  that,  under 
a  demise  of  the  whole,  an  undivided  moiety  may  be 
recovered.  Here  the  award,  if  objectionable  at  all,  must 
be  so  on  the  ground  of  repugnancy.  (He  was  then 
stopped  by  the  Court.) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  is  Hn  apparent  repug- 
nancy, on  looking  at  the  matters  now  brought  before 
the  Court;  but  you  have  a  general  verdict,  and  are 
entitled  to  keep  it. 

LiTTLEDALE,  Patteson,  and  Williams,  Js.,  con* 
curred. 

Rule  refused. 

;  (a)  1  Etp.  S60. 
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Fridnjft 
May  94th. 

N;  having  no 
title  to  certain 
premises,  let 
them  by  parol, 
and  received 
rent    After- 
wards another 
claimant,  B., 
demanded  the 
rent ;  and  N., 
being  satisfied 
with  B,*a  title, 
informed  his 
tenant,  in  B,*a 
presence,  that 
he  had  given 
up  the  pre- 
mises to  B. 
who  was  now 
the  landlord, 
and  that  the 
rent  was  thence- 
forth to  be  paid 
to  B.     The 
tenant  ac- 
quiesced $  and, 
when  B.  de- 
manded the 
next  quarter's 
rent,  paid  part 
of  it  on  ac- 
count. Held, 
that  the  tenant 
could  not  after- 
wards set  up 
the  title  of  a 
third  claimant 
who  bad  de- 
manded rent, 
but  had  taken 
no  step  to  eject 
him ;  no  de- 
ception by  any 
of  the  parties 
having  been 
suggested. 


Hall  against  Butler  and  Another. 

"D  EPLEVIN.  Avowry  for  rent  due  from  plaintiff 
as  tenant  to  defendant,  Butler.  Plea,  non  tennit. 
On  the  trial  before  the  recorder  of  Chester,  the  de- 
fendants proved  a  will  of  Joseph  Btdler  (whose  heir 
defendant  Butler  ^bs),  dated  8th  August  178S,  by  which 
he  devised  the  premises  in  fee  to  his  daughter  Elizabeth, 
who  afterwards  married  one  Nevitt,  and  died  in  1828, 
without  having  had  issue.  Nevitt  continued  to  receive 
the  rent  after  his  wife's  death ;  and  plaintiff  entered  at 
Jbady-^y  1 8  84  under  a  yearly  tenancy  by  a  written 
demise  from  him  not  under  seal.  At  Christmas  follow- 
ing 'Necitt  received  the  rent  -  After  this,  and  before  the 
next  Lady-day,  defendant  Butler  laid  claim  to  the  pre- 
mises as  heir  at  law  of  Mrs.  Nevitt,  deceased,  and  de- 
manded rent  of  plaintiff.  Whereupon  plaintiff  went  with 
him  to  Nevitt,  and  was  then  informed  by  Nevitt  that  he 
had  given  up  the  premises  to  defendant  Butler,  who  was 
now  to  be  his  landlord ;  and  that  the  rent  was  thence- 
forward to  be  paid  to  defendant  Butler.  Plaintiff  ac- 
quiesced in  this;  and,  when  the  rent  was  due  at 
Lady^day  1835,  paid  to  defendant  Butler  6s.  6d.  on 
account.  Plaintiff  afterwards,  and  before  further  pay- 
ment by  him,  received  notice  from  another  claimant, 
Daniel  Butler,  to  pay  rent  to  him,  and  thereupon  re- 
fused to  pay  it  to  any  body  until  the  dispute  was  settled. 
Defendants  then  distrained  on  plaintiff.  At  the  trial, 
the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  a  deed  of  settlement 
prior  to  the  will  of  1783,  to  shew  that  the  premises  in 
question  were  leasehold;  that  Daniel  Butler  Vfas  entitled 
to  a  share  of  them  under  that  settlement;  and  that  the 

defendant 
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defendant  Butler  never  had  any  tide.     The  recorder        18S9. 
directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  defendants,  giving       ~ 

Hall 

leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifl^  or  for  a        tigahut 

fiOTLXA* 

new  trial.     Towuendj  obtained  a  rule  accordingly. 

W.  H,  Watson  now  shewed  cause.  Nemtt^  not  being 
tenant  by  the  curtesy,  had  no  title  whatever  after  his 
wife's  death;  and  he  and  his  tenant  might  have  been 
ejected  forthwith.  Being  satisfied  with  the  title  of  the 
defendant  Butler^  he  authorised  his  tenant  to  become  the 
tenant  of  the  defendant  The  legal  efiSect  of  this  was  either 
an  adoption  by  the  defendant  Butler  of  Nevilfs  demise 
to  the  plaintiff,  whereby  the  plaintiff  became  the  tenant 
of  the  defendant  ab  initio ;  or  a  fresh  demise  by  the  de- 
fendant to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  disclaimer  of  Nevitt.  In 
either  case,  the  plaintiff  cannot  now  dispute  the  defend- 
ant's title.  This  is  not  a  mere  attornment  under  mistake, 
as  in  Cornish  v.  SeareU  (a),  where  the  attornment  was  to 
sequestrators  who  had,  in  fact,  no  legal  title.  The  case 
differs  from  .those  in  which  the  tenant's  possession  was 
originally  a  lawful  one,  and  where  the  only  question  was, 
to  whom  the  rent  was  to  be  paid. 

Townsend^  contra.  I'he  plaintiff  was  induced  to  at- 
torn to  the  defendant  Butler  by  Nevilles  misrepresentation. 
It  was,  therefore,  an  attornment  in  ignorance  of  the  real 
title,  which  was  in  Daniel^  and  not  in  the  defendant.  The 
distinction  between  receiving  possession  from  one  who 
has  no  title,  and  merely  attorning  by  mistake  to  such 
a  person,  is  noticed  by  Bayley  J.  in  Cornish  v.  SeareU  (i), 
which  is  quite  in  point.  The  defendant  Butler  does  not 
claim  under  Nevitt ;  but  Nevitt  disclaims  his  own  title  as 
landlord,  and  represents   the  defendant  as  the  party 

(a)  ^B.^C.  471.  ip)  8B.4^a  475. 

justly 


BUTUR,  ^ 
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1839.       justly  entitled.    The  defendant  attorns  upon  the  faith  of 
^""^       that  statement^  which  turns  out  to  have  been  incorrect. 

Hall 

against  Under  such  circumstances,  the  tenant  may  call  in  ques- 
tion the  defendant's  title ;  Rogers  v.  Pitcher  {a\  Fenner  v. 
Duplock  (i),  Gregory  v.  Doidge  (c),  Hcpcrqfi  v.  Keys  (rf). 
Doe  dem.  Plevin  v.  Brcfwn  {e).  The  last  case  is  very  much 
like  the  present.  If^  then,  proof  of  the  real  title  is  ad« 
missible^  it  disproves  the  tenanqr  under  the  defendant 
Butler^  and  is  evidence  on  the  issue  of  non  tenuit. 

Lord  Denman  C  J,  Nedttj  who  let  the  plaintiff 
into  possession,  and  whom  the  plaintiff  was  therefore 
.  bound  to  acknowledge  as  his  landlord,  informs  him  that 
the  premises  belong  to  the  defendant  Butler^  and  that 
the  rent  is  to  be  thenceforward  paid  to  the  latter,  who 
demands  it  accordingly,  and  receives  part  of  it.  This  is 
either  a  ratification  of  the  demise  by  Butler^  or  is  a  fresh 
demise  by  him.  In  either  case  the  same  consequence 
follows;  viz.  that  the  title  of  the  defendant  Butler  can- 
not be  disputed  by  the  tenant.  As  no  deception  or 
misrepresentation  was  intended  by  Nevittf  or  by  the  de- 
fendant ButleTj  the  case  falls  within  the  ordinary  rule. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  entertain  some  doubts  on  the  case; 
but  on  the  whole  it  seems  to  fall  within  the  rule.  The 
legal  effect  of  the  arrangement  is,  that  the  plaintiff  may 
be  considered  as  having  become  tenant  to  the  defendant 
Butler  under  a  fresh  taking  from  Christmas:  and  the 
avowry  is  therefore  proved. 

Patteson  J.  There  is  a  distinction  between  disput- 
ing the  title  of  one  who  has  actually  let  the  party  into 

(a)  6  Taunt.  202.  (b)  8  Sing.  10.; 

(c)  3  Bmg.  474.  (d)  9  Bmg.  613.; 

{e)  1A.^E.  447. 

possession, 
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possession,  and  of  one  who,  afterwards,  claims  to  be  en-*  I8S9. 
titled*  In  the  latter  case  the  tenant  may  generally  dis- 
pute it  by  shewing  tide  in  another.  Here  the  effect 
of  the  arrangement  in  18S4  is  rather  a  question  of  fact 
than  of  law.  I  am  not  sure  that  it  may  not  be  consi-* 
dered  as  an  ori^nal  taking  from  Builer  himself;  for 
Neviti  treats  himself  as  the  agent  o(  Butler ^  who  adopts 
the  demise.  But,  at  all  events,  Nevitt  disclaims  title  in 
himsell^  and  pomts  out  Butler  as  the  real  landlord;  the 
plaintiff  acquiesces,  and  consents  to  the  new  holding ; 
and  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  attempt  to  eject  him  by 
the  party  whose  title  he  now  attempts  to  set  up. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged « 


YoRKE  against  Chapman.  Saturday, 

^  May  25th. 

IN  last  HUary  term.  Sir  John  Campbellf  Attorney  The  summary 

-,_             !••                                    1  remedy  given 

General,  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  stay  proceed*  by  stats.  2  g,  2. 

logs  in  the  above  action,  on  an  affidavit  of  the  following  32  (;'  2.'  ci  28. 

|.     -  •.  11.  to  apri- 

laCtS.  ^npp  for  an 

Defendant,  who  was  marshal  of  the  Queen's  Bench  ^^"j^/b^a 

prison,  had,  in  the  Spring  of  18S7,  confined  plaintiff,  g?;'!,*^'^^ *vj  *" 

then  beini;  a  prisoner  for  debt,  in  the  strong  room  cumulative: 

°         •^                                                                      ®  therefore  the 

of  the  prison  for  one  month,  under  R.  E.  6  G.  4.  (a).  Court  wiU  not 

slay  proceed- 
ings in  to  actioii  of  trespass  oommenced  by  a  prisoner  for  such  abuse.  But  temble,  if 
the  prisoner  resorts  to  his  sunmiary  remedy,  and  obtains  the  decision  of  the  Court  thereon, 
be  wiU  not  be  permitted  afterwards  to  bring  an  action  for  the  same  cause. 

(a)  By  whicb  it  is  ordered  that,  if  any  prisoners  (besides  other  offences 
mentioned)  sliall  be  guilty  of  behaving  themselves  in  a  riotous  or  dis* 
ordcriy  manner  in  the  prison,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  marshal  to  confine 
such  prisoners  in  such  of  the  strong  rooms  of  the  prison  as  the  marshal 
shall  think  fit,  and  for  such  time  as  the  marshal  shall  adjudge  and  think 
adequate  to  the  offence,  not  exceeding  one  calendar  month  for  the  first 
offence,  end  three  calendar  months  for  the  second. 

The 
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18S9. 

TOKKS 

againtt 

CHAnCAV. 


The  misconduct  of  the  plaintiff  consisted  in  molesting 
and  abusing  the  prison  watchmen  in  the  execution  of 
their  duty.  In  January  1838,  an  action  of  assault  and 
&lse  imprisonment  was  commenced  by  plaintiff  against 
defendant ;  and  the  declaration  was  ffled  2 1  st  January  last 
No  petition  had  been  delivered  by  plaintiff  to  this  Court, 
or  any  of  its  Judges,  complaining  of  the  alleged  grie?- 
ance.  The  plaintiff's  affidavit  denied  the  misconduct 
imputed  to  him,  and  also  charged  the  defendant  with 
refusing  to  hear  evidence  in  disproof  of  it 

Piatt  now  shewed  cause.  There  is  no  precedent  for 
such  an  application ;  nor  adequate  remedy  for  the  plain- 
tiffj  if  it  is  granted.  The  defendant's  condition  would  be 
better  than  that  of  a  justice  of  the  peace.  The  statutes, 
which  give  a  right  of  petition  to  this  Court,  are  remedial 
and  for  the  benefit  of  prisoners,  and  do  not  deprive  them 
of  their  common  law  remedies. 

Sir  John  Campbell^  Attorney  General,  contrk.  There 
is  no  precedent  for  such  an  action  by  a  prisoner,  and 
therefore  none  for  this  application.  The  Court  is  only 
required  to  enforce  the  existing  law  by  confining  the 
plaintiff  to  his  proper  remedy.  There  are  two  acts  of 
parliament  in  point,  viz.  2  G.  2.  c.  22.  s.  6.,  and  32  G.  2. 
c.  28.  55.  6,  11. .  By  virtue  of  these,  and  of  the  rules  of 
this  Court  made  in  pursuance  of  them,  viz.  IL  M. 
3  G.  2.  (a),  A  H.  59  G.  3.  (6),  and  R.  E.  6  G.  4.  (c), 
the  marshal  has  power  to  confine  in  the  strong  room  for 

(a)  Which  limits  the  marshars  power  of  confinement,  and  gives  an  ap- 
peal to  the  Court,  or  a  Judge  in  vacation,  l^ule*^  orders^  {fc,  m  the 
CouH  ofJRng*»  Bench,  (2d  ed.  1747.) 

(6)  Which  directs  the  marshal,  and  his  oflicers,  to  present  petitions  of 
prisoners,  complaining  of  grievances,  to  the  Court  or  a  Judge  in  vacation. 

(c)  See  p.  207.  note  (a). 

certain 
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oertiun  offences ;  and  this  Court,  or  any  of  its  Judges,        1839. 

have  ample  power  to  punish  and  tp  award  reparation 

and  costs  upon  the  petition  of  a  prisoner  complaining 

of  abuse.     The  grievance  is  at  most  only  a  confine* 

ment  in  one  room  instead  of  another;  and  there  is  no 

charge  of  excess.    It  will  be  of  serious  consequence 

if  prisoners,  avowedly  insolvent,  are  to  be  at  liberty  to 

harass  their  gaoler  with  actions,  where  a  specific  and 

easy  remedy  has  been  provided  for  them.   No  delay  can 

be  attributed  to  the  defendant,  who  has  applied  as  soon 

as  possible  after  the  filing  of  the  declaration. 

Cur.  ado.  vidU 

On  a  subsequent  day  in  this  term  {Wednesday ^  12th 
June)  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  was  a  motion  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings in  an  action  of  trespass  brought  agauist  the 
marsfaall  of  the  Queen's  Bench  prison,  for  confining  the 
plaintiff  m  the  strong  room.  By  statutes  2  G.  2.  c.  22., 
and  32  G.  2.  c.  28.,  and  by  Rules  of  Court  founded  on 
those  statutes  in  M.  3  G.  2.  (a),  H.  59  G.  S.  (&),  and 
E»  6  G.  4.  (r),  power  is  given  to  the  marshal  to  impri- 
son in  the  strong  room  any  of  the  debtors  in  his  custody 
who  are  proved  to  have  been  guilty  of  certain  offences. 
And  by  the  same  statutes  and  rules,  for  the  more  speedy 
correction  of  abuses,  the  courts  and  judges  are  em- 
powered and  required  to  hear  complaints  against  the 
keepers  of  prisons  in  a  summary  manner,  and  award  the 
party  complaining,  if  injured,  recompense  and  costs. 
But  the  statutes  contain  no  restrictive  words,  forbidding 
any  action  at  law  in  such  cases,  or  enabling  the  courts 
to  stay  any  actions. 

(a)  See  p.  SOS.  note  (a).  (6)  See  p.  20S.  note  (6}. 

(c)  See  p.  807.  note  (a). 

The 
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YomKK 
Chapmax* 


The  provision  for  recompence  by  summary  complaint 
appears  plainly  to  be  cumulative,  and  not  to  take  away 
the  right  of  any  party  who  may  conceive  himself 
aggrieved  to  bring  an  action  for  redress.  If,  indeed^ 
he  has  recourse  to  the  summary  remedy,  and  obtains  a 
recompence,  and  afterwards  brings  an  action,  the  Court 
would  interfere,  as  is  suggested  by  Lord  Mansfield  in 
Cameron  v.  Reynolds  (a) ;  and  probably  a  decision  against 
him,  on  a  sunmiary  application,  might  have  the  same 
effect.  But  we  think  that  he  is  not  compellable  to 
resort  to  such  remedy ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  au« 
thority  for  such  an  interference,  we  think  that  the  Court 
has  no  power  to  stay  the  present  proceedings.  The  rule 
must  therefore  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged* 

(a)  1  Cowp»403^   ^  ^. 


Saturday^ 
May  25U]. 

Aoognitance 
by  defendant 
as  bailiff  of  an 
executor,  for 
rent  due  to  tlie 
testator,  is  sup- 
ported by  proof 
of  a  distress  by 
him  in  the 
name  of  the 
testator  and  by 
his  direction, 
but  after  his 
death ;  such 
distn*ss,  though 
made  before 
probate,  having 
been  after- 
wards adopted 
and  ratified  by 
the  executor. 


Whitehead  against  Taylor. 

"D  EPLEVIN.  Cognizance  by  defendant  as  bailiff  of 
Marjf  H.9  executrik  of  John  H.^  for  a  year's  rent 
due  in  the  lifetime  of  John  H.f  in  respect  of  premises 
held  and  enjoyed  by  plaintiff  as  tenant  to  the  said  John^ 
the  plaintiff  continuing  in  possession  thereof  under  the 
demise  after  the  death  of  the  said  John,  until,  at,  and 
after,  the  said  time  when  &c.  Profert  of  letters  testa- 
mentary. Plea,  that  defendant,  at  the  said  time  when 
&c.,  was  not  the  bailiff  of  Mary  H.,  in  manner  and  form 
&c    Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial  of  the  cause  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J., 
at  the  Middlesex  sittings  after  Easter  term,  it  appeared 
that  the  defendant,  a  broker,  was  directed  by  the  testator 
to  distrain  on  the  plaintiff;  that  the  testator  died  just 

before 
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before  the  distress  was  taken;  and  that  the  executrix       18S9* 
neither  withdrew  the  distress,  nor  cave  any  fresh  au-    „, 
thority  to  distrain,  but  recognised  and  adopted  it.     His       afpmut 
Lordship  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  giving 
liberty  to  move  to  enter  it  for  the  plaintiff. 

Jerois  now  moved  in  pursuance  of  the  liberty  reserved. 
The  death  of  the  testator  revoked  the  authority  of  the 
defendant.  At  the  time  of  distress  he  was  the  bailiff^ 
not  of  the  executrix,  but  of  the  testator.  Having  dis- 
trained in  one  name,  he  cannot  now  avow  in  the  name 
of  another,  though  he  might  have  distrained  and  avowed 
for  different  things.  It  is  true  that  if  a  distress  is 
taken  in  the  name,  but  without  the  authority,  of  a 
stranger,  the  latter  may  ratify  the  agency  and  make  it 
good  ab  initio.  But  here  the  defendant  was  properly 
authorised  to  distrain  by  one  whose  authority  was  after- 
wards revoked  by  death.  The  tenant  can  look  only  at 
the  authority  in  force  at  the  time  when  the  distress  is 
made.  Finding  it  to  be  a  defective  one,  be  must  re- 
plevy ;  otherwise  his  property  may  be  sold,  and  yet  the 
rent  remain  unsatisfied.  Having  replevied,  he  is  bound 
to  prosecute  his  suit.  Under  such  circumstances  it 
would  be  unjust  that  the  subsequent  ratification  of  a 
third  party,  not  entitled  at  the  time  of  the  distress, 
should  be  set  up  to  defeat  the  action.  Besides,  the 
executrix,  whose  power  both  of  action  and  distress  is 
given  by  stat.  S2  H.  8.  c.  37.  5. 1.  (a),  can  support  neither 
the  one  nor  the  other  before  probate;  and  therefore 
cannot  ratify  a  distress  made  before  probate. 

Cur.  adv.  vtdt. 

(a)  See  now  stat  3&  4  IT.  4.  c.  42.  s.  37.   2  WUUam  on  Executors^ 
669.  (ed.  2.)»  Part  III.  Book  I.  cb.  i. 

Vol.  X.  Q  On 
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1889.  On  a  subsequent  day  in  this  term  {Wednesdinf  12th 

June)f  judgment  was  given  by 


Whitbhiad 
Tatmb. 


Lord  Denhan  C.  J.  [After  stating  the  pleadings,  hb 
Lordship  proceeded.]  The  evidence  shewed  that  the 
testator  had  given  the  defendant  authority  to  distrain, 
but  died  almost  immediately,  before  the  distress  was 
taken.  After  it  had  been  taken  in  the  testator's  name, 
the  executrix  fully  recognized  and  adopted  the  defend- 
ants act  of  distraining.  It  was  objected  that,  by  the  tes- 
tator's  death,  the  authority  was  revoked;  that  the  exe- 
cutrix had  no  power  to  to  distrain  before  probate, 
because  she  could  not  maintain  an  action  for  the  rent  at 
that  time ;  and  that  the  distress,  being  made  in  the  name 
of  one  whose  authority  had  expired  with  his  life,  could 
not  be  ratified  by  his  executrix  afterwards. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  both  these  objections  are  re- 
moved by  the  principle  of  relation. 

1.  The  rent  was  due  to  the  estate ;  and  the  law  knows 
no  interval  between  the  testator's  death  and  the  vesting 
of  the  right  in  his  representative.  As  soon  as  he  obtains 
probate,  his  right  is  considered  as  accruing  from  that 
period.  If  an  action,  indeed,  be  brought  in  that  in- 
terval, he  cannot  proceed  to  declare,  because  <he  must 
make'profert  of  the  letters  testamentary  in  his  declaration; 
but  that  reason  does  not  apply  to  a  distress,  or  any  other 
act  performed  in  assertion  of  his  right  as  executor  (a). 

S.  The  executrix  could  ratify  the  act  of  the  defendant, 
as  testator's  bailiff,  though  his  authority  was  at  an  end ; 
for  she  might  have  ratified  the  act  of  an  entire  stranger, 
as  appears  by  the  decision  of  Anderson  C.  J.,  in  which 

(a)  Sie  I  mUumu  en  JSteaUon,  17S,  ftc  (ed.  S.)»  Pt  I.  Bk.  IV. 
Ch.i.  §2. 
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Periam  ooncurredi  in  an  Jnonymous  {a)  case  in  Godbdfs 
BeportSy  cited  in  4  Vin.  Abr.  1,  Bailiff  (D),  pi.  7.  Such 
ratification  has  been  held  to  legalise  a  past  act,  even 
when  given  after  action  brought  We  therefore  think 
that  there  ought  to  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  Godb.  109. 


1889. 

Whitbhxad 

a§amU 

Tatlok. 


Bastard  against  Smith  and  Others. 
JpRLE  obtained  a  rule  in  Trinity  term  18S8  to  shew  The  expense  of 

^  4  a  witness  at 

cause  why  the  Master  should  not  review  his  tax-  Nisi  Pnus  to 
ation  of  the  plaintiff's  bill  of  costs  in  this  cause.     The  explain  ancient 
principal  exceptions  to  the  taxation  were  that  he  had  p^biic^iature, 
allowed  the  following  items  with  respect  to  two  of  the  "dw^a^^the 
plaintiff's  witnesses,  namely,  Samuel  Anderson^  the  re-  j^^ifl^'J?" 
gistrar  of  affidavits  in  Chancery,  and  Charles  Devon^  opposite  party, 
of  the  Chapter  House f  Westminster^  a  gentleman  con-  pense  of  search. 

...  -  ing  for,  and  ob- 

versant  with  ancient  records.  taining  copies 

Subpoena  duces  tecum  for  Samuel  Anderson^    £  s.  d.    of,  such  records 
the  registrar  of  affidavits  in  Chancery,  to  rvid'en"ce,'^Jai 

be  allowed  on 
taxation  be- 

Q   tween  party 
and  party, 

4  though  the 
opposite  party 

0  has  not  been 
called  upon  to 
admit  them. 

^       The  costs  of 

^  the  attendance 
of  an  officer  of 
the  Court  of 

Q    Chancery,  to 
produce  affi- 
davits filed 
there,  for  the 

0   purpose  of 
using  them  at 


produce  the  affidavits  filed  in  the  Court 

of  Chancery,  and  fee   - 
Copy  thereof  to  serve  on  him,  fo.  10. 
Seryice  of  subpoena  on  him  in  London 
Paid  his  travelling  expenses    to    and  from 

Exeter^  176  miles  -  -  - 

Paid  him  for  his  attendance  at  the  assizes 

seven  (days,  at  2/.  2«.  per  day       -  -  14  14f 

Service  of  subpoena  on  Mr.  Charles  Devon  in 

London  •  -      .      -  -    0    5 


0  10 
0  8 
0    5 

8  16 


a  trial  to  check 

the  tcfltimony  of  the  same  deponenu  at  Nisi  Prius,  will  be  allowed  on  taxation  between 
party  and  p«rty,  though  the  opposite  party  has  not  been  called  upon  to  admit  them. 

Q  2  Paid 


S»tTU. 
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18S9.        Paid  his  travelling  expenses  to  and  from  Ex- 

eter^  176  mUes  (say  half  in  this  case)        -    4     8    0 

Bastard 

against  Paid  him  for  his  attendance  at  the  assizes  ten 
days,  five  days  at  IL  lis.  6d.j  and  five 
days  at  Si.  Ss.  per  day  (a)  -  -  2S  12     6 

The  Master  had  further  allowed  a  payment  to 
Devon  of  93/.  Ss.  lid.  for  making  searches  for,  obtain- 
ing ofiice  copies  of,  and  translating,  records  intended  to 
be  proved  at  the  trial  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  afiidavits  mentioned  above  were  affidavits  sworn 
by  certain  witnesses  in  a  suit  in  Chancery  between  •the 
same  parties  and  upon  the  same  subject,  who,  it  was 
expected,  would  be  produced  as  witnesses  for  the  de- 
fendants at  the  trial  of  this  cause.  An  order  was  ob- 
tained from  the  Lord  Chancellor  for  the  production  of 
these  by  Anderson  ;  who  accordingly  attended  the  trial, 
solely  for  that  purpose.  The  defendants  had  not  been 
previously  called  upon  to  admit  copies  of  them  as 
directed  by  Reg.  Gen.  H.  4  W.  4.  s.  20.  (ft).  They  were 
carried  down  to  the  assizes  by  the  plaintiff  in  order  to 
check  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  and  to  enable 
counsel  to  cross-examine  them ;  and  they  were  actually 
used  for  that  purpose  on  the  trial ;  Tindal  C.  J.,  who 
tried  the  cause,  having  held  that  plaintiff's  counsel  had 
no  right  to  cross-examine  one  of  the  witnesses  on  the 
contents  of  his  own  affidavit,  and  to  use  it  afterwards, 
without  putting  the  original  into  his  hands  to  refresh  his 
memory  (c). 

With  regard  to  the  payment  to  the  witness  Devon, 
it  was  objected  that  his  attendance  was  only  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  and  explaining  copies  and  transla- 

(a)  See  Severn  v.  Olive,  Z  B»  ^  B,  72.  (6)  S  B,ff  Ad.  xvii. 

(c)  See  The  Queen's  Case,  2  B,  ^  B,  286. 

tions 
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tions  of  ancient  charters  and  documents  of  a  public        1839. 
nature  from  repositories  at  the  Tower,  Rolls'  Chapel,        ' 
&c.,  which  every  one  was  supposed  to  know  and  under-        againa 
stand ;  and  that  defendants  had  never  been  called  upon 
to  admit  them  agreeably  to  the  rule  of  Court.     They 
also  objected  that  the  expense  of  searching  for  docu- 
ments was  not  properly  an  item  of  costs  as  between 
party  and  party,  but  between  attorney  and  client. 

On  thejpart  of ,  the  plaintiff  it  was  stated,  on  affi- 
davit, that  the  copies  produced  and  proved  by  Devon 
were  oflSce  cogies  of  ancient  records  from  the  date  of 
the  Conquest  down  to  that  of  Queen  Elizabeth  ;  that 
Devon  was  subpcenaed,  not  only  to  prove  such  copies, 
but  also  to  translate  and  explain  them,  and  to  watch  and 
explain,  if  necessary,  the  documents,  and  translations  of 
documents,  of  very  early  date,  offered  in  evidence  by 
the  defendants,  on  the  meaning  of  which  there  was  some 
difference  of  opinion ;  that  the  charge  for  searching  and 
obtaining  office  copies  was  in  respect  of  records  which 
were  actually  found  and  intended  to  be  used  in  the 
cause,  and  were  material  and  necessary  evidence  for  the 
plaintiff;  and  that  the  last  item  was  objected  to  be- 
fore the  Master  only  on  the  ground  that  it  included 
charges  of  search  for  documents  not  found,  or  not  in* 
tended  to  be  used  in  the  cause.  It  was  also  alleged 
that  a  book,  relied  upon  by  the  defendants,  called 
^^  Fearers  Stannary  Lami*  and  which  was  actually 
offered  in  evidence  at  the  trial  and  rejected  by  the 
Judge,  was  inaccurate ;  and  that  one  of  the  reasons  for 
procuring  the  attendance  of  Devon  was  to  prove  such 
iDaccuracy* 

The  issue  in  the  action  was  on  the  existence  of  a 
custom  for  all  tinners  in  Devonshire  to  divert  water, 

Q  8  and 
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and  make  leats  through  any  lands  in  the  county  for  the 
use  of  tin  mines. 

Neither  of  the  witnesses  was  in  fact  called;  nor  were 
any  of  the  above  documents  offered  in  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  inasmuch  as  the  defendants  were 
permitted  to  begin  on  the  trials  and  the  plaintiff  ob- 
tained a  verdict  without  producmg  any  evidence  {a). 

Sir  John  Campbell^  Attorney  General,  and  3f.  Smith 
now  shewed  cause,  on  the  part  of  the  pltiintiff.  The 
rules  on  which  the  defendants  rely  are  R.  H»2W.^* 
VL  and  VIL  (6);  and  Beg.  Gen.  H.  4  W.  4.  s.  20.  {c)\ 
but  no  one  of  them  is  applicable.  With  respect  to 
the  affidavits,  mere  copies,  though  admitted  to  be 
correct,  would  have  been  insufficient  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to-  cross-examine  upon  their  contents,  as  was 
held  at  the  trial.  The  original  could  be  produced  only 
in  the  hands  of  the  proper  officer  {d).  As  to  the  other 
witness,  he  was  subpcenaed,  not  solely  to  prove  the 
accuracy  of  the  copies,  but  also  to  translate  and  explain 
them,  as  well  as  to  watch  the  documentary  evidence 
produced  on  the  other  side.  He  was  called  to  give 
oral  evidence,  as  an  antiquary,  upon  the  ancient  records, 
and  might  have  been  asked  as  to  the  result  of  his  ex* 
amination  of  them ;  Baa>e  v.  Brenton  {e).  Besides,  none 
of  the  rules  apply  to  the  case  of  a  translation,  which  is, 
in  fact,  the  oral  evidence  of  the  witness  reduced  to 
writing. 

Erkj  contra.  The  original  affidavits  were  not  neces* 
sary  for  the  mere  purpose  of  furnishing  materials  of  ' 

(a)  See  Btuiard  ▼•  SmUhy  2  Moo.  j*  Rob.  129.        (6)  3  ^.  j-  Ad.  398. 

(c)"5  AJ-rfixvu. 

(d)  See  BentaU  v.  Sydney^  ante,  162. 

{e)  3  Man,  i  B.  212.  S»  C.  (not  S.  P.)  SB.^  C.  737. 

examination. 
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examinatioD.   Copies  would  have  been  sufficient,  except       18S9. 
to  fix  the  witness  with  penury  (a).  Then,  as  to  the  attend-  ' 

ances  and  charges  of  Deoon^  the  plaintiff  cannot  charge  i^aintt 
the  defendants  with  precautionary  measures,  such  as 
searching  for  evidence,  and  watching  the  proofs  of  the 
defendants.  He  was  present  as  an  adviser,  rather  than 
a  witness.  {Patteson  J.  Would  you  disallow  the  ex- 
pence  of  an  interpreter  ?]  The  documents  were  all 
of  a  public  nature,  of  which  the  defendants  would  have 
admitted  copies,  and  which  all  people,  or  at  least  the 
Court,  are  supposed  to  understand. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  cases  are  not  within  any 
of  the  rules  referred  to.  It  may,  perhaps,  be  said  that 
the  translation  of  an  ancient  record  is  not  a  matter  of 
fact  which  requires  the  production  of  a  witness,  and  that 
the  Judge  should  be  able  to  translate  and  explain  it  to 
the  jury;  but  it  is,  at  all  events,  convenient  that  such  a 
person  as  Mr.  Devon  should  be  present  to  do  so. 

LinxEDALE,  Patteson,  and  Williams  Js.,  con- 
curred. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  But  lee  Hi^l^iM  y.  iVofo,  AToo.  «•  MoL  109. 
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M^lh.  The  Earl  of  Beauchamp  against  Turner. 

In  a  suit  for  pkENMANhad  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a 

subtnurtion  of  X-/ 

tithes  in  the  prohibition  should  not  issue  to  the  Consistory  Court 

Spiritual  Court  ^ 

by  an  im-  of  the  Bishop  of  Lichfield,  to  prohibit  further  proceed- 

defendant's  ings  in  a  suit  for  substraction  of  tithes  between  the 

personal  an*  , 

swer  stated  a  aoove  parties. 

bT^iidntiff^  The  plaintiff  sued  as  impropriator  of  certain  tithes  of 

b*w"hom\he  ^^^  P"^*  ®^  Duffield  in  Derbyshire;  among  others,  of 

were  demand-  jj^y^  potatoes,  and  agistment. 

edy  and  aiso 

that  they  be-  The  defendant,  in  his  personal  answer  to  the  different 

longed  to  the 

vicar,  and  not  articles  of  the  libel,  stated  two  defences,  namely,  that 

Defendant  also  the  plaintiff  had  leased  all  his  tithes  to  certain  persons 

sponsiTeidie-  who  had  demanded  them;  and  that  the  three  kinds  of 

Smemorii^^  tithes  above  specified  belonged  to  the  vicar,  and  not  to 

usage,  custom,  ^j^g  plaintiff.     An  allegation  was  also  admitted  on  the 

and  prescnp-  '^                                  » 

tion,  Uie  tithes  part  of  the  defendant,  in  which  he  alleged  that,  "  by 

were  deemed 

smaU  or  vica-  immemorial  usage,  custom,  and  prescription,"  the  tithes 

rial,  and,  as 

such,  due  to  of  hay  in  the  township  of  W*,  in  which  defendant's  farm 

not  to  piainam  ^Bs  situatc,  and  the  tithes  of  potatoes  and  of  agistment 

sonai  answCT '"  1"  ^®  parish,  **  have  been,  and  are,  deemed  and  taken 

uMgf afrtatcd  ^  ^  ®°^^*  °^  vicarage  tithes,  and  not  great  tithes,*'  and, 

Md^ttlTjud*'  "  ^"^'**  ^"®  ^  the,  vicar  and  not  to  the  plaintiff, 

assigned  a  day  To  this  allegation,  the  personal  answer  of  the  plain- 

the  sufficiency  tiff  denied  that  there  was   such   immemorial  usage, 

of  plaintiff's 

answer;  and  custom,  or  prescription  as  alleged  by  defendant  with 

to'defonda^7  Tcspect  to  the  above-mentioned  tithes. 

thu  stM^f  Ae  "^^  subsequent  steps  taken  In  the  cause  were  en- 
cause,  there 

was  no  issue  on  the  lease ;  that  the  only  matter  in  isiuet  vis*  the  immemorial  right  of  the 
vicar,  was  properly  cognisiible  by  the  Spiritual  Court ;  and  that  there  was  no  ground  of 
prohSiition. 

tered 
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tered  in  the  Bishop's  assignation  book  of  causes  as  fol-        18  39. 
lows. 

The  Earl  of 

*\Easler  ternij  1st  session  17th  .^P'*^^*     Thejudge^at     Bxauchamp 

ogoinst 

Chinrfs  "  (defendant's  proctor)  <^  petitioni  continued  the      Tukmie. 
assignation  to  hear  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  plaintiff's 
answer  to  the  defendant's  allegation  to  the  next  court 
day.     The  judge  continued  ChinrCs  term  probatory  to 
the  next  court  day." 

"  2d  session,  8th  May.   The  term  probatory  of  Chinn   . 
was  renewed  to  the  next  court  day." 

**  Sd  session,  22d  May.     The  same  to  the  next  court 
day." 

'*  Trinity  term,  1st  session,  5th  June.  Chinn  alleged 
that  his  client  was  proceeding  in  prohibition." 

Kelfy  and  Whitehurst  now  shewed  cause.  No  issue  is 
here  joined  upon  the  lease  stated  in  thejpersonal  answer 
of  the  defendant,  but  only  on  the  customary  right  of  the 
vicar  stated  in  the  responsive  allegation.  The  question 
is  therefore  one  between  the  rector,  or  impropriator, 
and  the  vitar,  which  is  no  ground  of  prohibition ;  Com. 
Dig.  Pwhibiiion,  (G  6.) ;  18  Vin.  Ab.  25.,  Prohibition^ 
(Z)  pi.  5.  (a) ;  Cheeseman  v.  Holjy  {b).  If  the  issue  had 
been  upon  the  lease,  it  would,  perhaps,  have  been  more 
difficult  to  support  the  jurisdiction  of  the  spiritual  court ; 
Wortes  V.  Gi/ion  (c),  cited  Com.  Dig.  Prohibition^  (F 14.). 
But  at  present  it  does  not  appear  that  the  lease  is  relied 
upon ;  it  may,  if  relied  upon,  be  confessed  and  avoided 
by  some  matter  of  law  or  matter  ex  post  facto,  which 
may  not  be  denied,  or  of  which  the  Court  may  have  cog- 
nisance. There  are  many  matters,  pleadable  at  common 

(«)  Seddtn^fieU  t.  Frth,     S.  C.  Moore,  909.  (&}  mOei,  680. 

(c)  1  BoL  Bep.  61.  .  8.  C.  Cro.  Jac.  952.  S.  C.  (as  Clifton  t.  Oatet) 
SJMirr.889. 

law, 
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1839.       law,  of  which  the  Spiritual  Court  may  incidentally  take 


The  Earl  of 


cognisance,  provided  it  comes  to  no  decision  repugnant 
Bkauchamt  to  the  common  law;  Shatter  v.  Friend  {a).  Thus,  ^  the 
TuiiMBK.  jurisdiction  in  a  suit  for  tithes  is  not  ousted  because  a 
question  of  parish  bounds  miay  arise;  or  the  suit  is  by 
a  portionist;  or  a  lease  by  the  parson  to  the  defend- 
ant is  pleaded ;  or  a  custom  of  sowing  corn,  or  of 
tithing,  is  alleged ;  Com.  Dig.  Prohibition^  (G  6.),  (G  7.) ; 
18  Fin.  Ab.  19.  Prohibition^  (U),  pi.  28.  If  the  insertion 
of  some  immaterial  fact  or  statement  in  the  pleading  were 
to  exclude  the  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction,  a  party  could 
always  exclude  it,  even  where  the  matter  really  in  issue 
is  clearly  cognisable ;  and  if  the  possibility  of  some  future 
issue  on  a  matter  of  common  law  cognisance  is  ground  of 
prohibition,  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  may  be  prohibited 
in  every  cause.  The  effect  of  the  pleadings,  as  they 
now  stand,  is  illustrated  by  Morgan  v.  Hopkins  {b)  and 
Byerley  v»  Windus  (c),  where  it  is  stated  by  Bayley  J.  (rf) 
that  neither  the  answer  nor  plea  ever  put  in  issue  the 
facts  of  the  libeL  In  French  v.  Trask  (^),  indeed^  a  pro- 
hibition was  issued,  where  the  defendant  had  proceeded 
no  further  than  putting  in  an  answer  of  a  modus ;  but 
the  effect  of  the  pleading  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
understood ;  and  in  Byerley  v.  Windus  {g)  Bayley  J.  refers 
to  it  as  a  case  in  which  a  modus  was  regularly  pleaded, 
on  which  ground  alone  it  can  be  supported.  [IJUle* 
dale  J.  The  modus  might  be  admitted,  and  the  parties 
only  go  for  an  account]  The  defendant  has  applied  to 
this  Court  too  soon ;  HaU  v.  Matde  {h)»  [Lord  Den' 
man  C.  J.  Are  there  any  interrogatories  on  the  lease  ?] 
There  are  none. 

(a)  2  Salk.  547.  (6)  2  PkO.  Ecc  Bep,  582. 

(c)  SB.i  C.l.  (d)  p.  23. 

(0  lOMaH,  34S.  {g)  5  A  j-  C  2& 

(A)  7  A.  4.  £.  721. 

Denman^ 
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Denmanj  contr^.    French  v.   Trask{a)  is  exactly  in        1839. 
point     The  defendant  there  answered  upon  oath  a     _    ~"   ^ 

^  *^  The  Earl  of 

modus ;  and  no  issue  was  taken  on  it :  yet  this  Court     Bxauchamf 

agaimt 

prohibited  the  proceeding.  So  in  Byerley  v.  Windus  (b)  Tuakse. 
the  personal  answer,  denying  the  prescriptive  title  of  the 
plaintiff  below,  was  considered  sufficient  to  entitle  the 
party  to  a  prohibition ;  and  it  is  there  (c)  said  that  <*  the 
courts  of  common  law  are  not  bound  to  wait  till  the 
parties  have  incurred  the  expense  of  putting  it  in  issue, 
but  the  prohibition  is  grantable  at  once/'  The  same 
principle  is  to  be  collected  from  Darby  v.  Cogens  {d), 
which  case  shews  that  matter,  intervening  incidentally, 
will  oust  the  spiritual  jurisdiction.  There  Ashurst  J. 
said  (e),  *'  The  instant  the  modus  is  pleaded,  their  juris- 
diction is  at  an  end." 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  rule  must  be  discharged. 
French  v.  Trask  (a)  is  indeed  like  the  present  case ;  but 
the  authorities  shew  that  the  view  taken  by  the  Court  in 
that  case  was  erroneous.  There  is  neither  plea,  nor 
allegation,  tending  to  an  issue  on  any  matter  which  the 
spiritual  court  is  incompetent  to  determine. 

Littledale  J.  The  personal  answer  of  the  defend- 
ant is  nothing  to  the  purpose.  The  issue  between  the 
parties  involves  nothing  which  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
may  not  properly  try. 

Pattbson  J.  In  order  to  raise  an  issue  on  the  lease» 
it  should  be  stated  in  a  responsive  allegation. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  \OEatt,  S4S.  (6)  SB.^C.  1. 

(c)  p.  21,  S2.  {d)  iT.R,  652. 

(e)  1  T.  R.  555. 
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lianday,  RoFFEY,    Administrator    of    Roffey,    against 

May  27th.  *  o 

Greenwell    and    Another,    Executors    ot 
• Stapylton. 

A  promissory  A  SSUMPSIT  OH  E  promissoiy  note  given  by  de- 
form,* "  I  pro-  fendants'  testator  to  Frances  M.  Harris^  deceased, 
rnrex^'JcITiow  ^  for  300/.  and  interest.  Defendants  paid  into  Court 
orherex^-  336/.  65.,  and  pleaded  that  plaintiff  had  not  sustained 
tors,  one  year    damages  to  a  ffTeater  amount.     Plaintiff  replied  further 

after  my  death,  "o  o  i^ 

300/.  with  legal  damages.     Issue  having  been  joined  thereon,  by  consent 

interest,**  ' 

bears  interest     and  by  a  Judge's  order,  the  following  case  was  stated 

from  the  date      ^       •  .    .  n  %      g^ 

of  the  note.       for  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

On  the  20th  July  1808,  Stajn/UoHf  the  testator,  made 
a  promissory  note  to  Frances  Harris^  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy. 

"  Norton^  July  20th,  1808. 

"  I  promise  for  myself  and  my  executors  to  pay  to 
Frances  Mary  Harris  (or  her  executors)  one  year  after 
my  death  300/.  with  legal  interest. 

«  300/.  Henry  Stajn/Uon:' 

The  note  was  indorsed  — 

"  To  Frances  Mary  Harris,  Merstkam,  near  RyegatCf 
Surrey."*  , 

On  3d  October  1808,  Frances  M.  Harris  married  the 
plaintiff,  Rqffey.  On  or  about  14*th  December  1816  she 
died.  On  21st  Augusi  1835  Stapylton  died,  having  by 
his  will  appointed  defendants  his  executors,  who  duly 
proved  the  same.  On  17th  November  1837  administra- 
tion was  granted  to  plaintiff  of  the  goods  and  effects  of 
his  said  late  wife. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whe- 
ther 
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tber  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  under  the  cir-        1839. 
cumstances,  more  than  the  sum  of  3S6/,  6s.  paid  into       

ROFTBT 

Court;  and,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  agaimt 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  more  than  the  said  sum, 
then  judgment  was  to  be  entered  against  defendants,  as 
executors,  by  confession,  for  such  sum  as  the  Court 
should  direct.  The  case  was  argued  in  last  Hilaty  va- 
cation (a). 

Platty  for  the  plaintiff.  Though  there  is  no  re- 
ported case  exactly  in  point,  the  rule  is,  that  a  note, 
payable  at  a  fixed  time  with  interest,  bears  interest  from 
the  date  of  it;  Kennerly  v.  Nash{fi\  Doman  v.  Dib^ 
den{c).  In  Richards  v.  Richards' {d)  the  interest  on  a 
note,  given  by  the  maker  to  his  own  wife,  was  held  to 
commence  from  the  date  of  the  note;  and,  as  she  could 
not  sue  on  it  until  after  her  husband's  death,  it  was,  in 
effect,  a  note  made  payable  after  his  death.  It  would 
be  absurd  to  suppose  that  a  note,  expressly  bearing  in- 
terest, and  presumably  given  for  value,  was  intended  to 
carry  no  interest  during  the  maker's  life,  though  he 
lived  twenty  years  afterwards. 

Erle^  contra.  In  the  cases  cited,  the  notes  or  bills 
were  given  for  value  received ;  .and  they  appeared,  either 
aliunde  or  on  the  face  of  them,  to  have  been  so  given. 
Richards  v.  Richards  (d)  was  a  loan  in  the  husband's 
lifetime.  Here,  though  a  consideration  must  perhaps 
be  presumed,  it  need  not  be  a  pecuniary  consideration, 
or  one  on  which  interest  may  be  supposed  to  run,  as 

(a)  February  6tb,  1839,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtkdale,  and 
Coleridge  Js. 
(6)  1  Siar.  452.  (c)  By.  fr  Moo.  38 1. 

(rf)  2B,J:Ad.  447. 

*  a  loan; 
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18S9.  a  loao ;  especially  as  the  note  does  not  profess  to  ^*  bear** 
interest.  No  transactions  or  dealings  between  the  par- 
ties are  shewn,  to  give  probability  to  a  claim  of  interest 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  maker,  who  certainly  could 
never  have  been  himself  called  upon  to  pay  any.  [Li/« 
Uedale  J.  It  looks  like  a  voluntary  gift  in  the  nature  of 
a  legacy  (a).] 

Cur*  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  following 
judgment. 

The  question  was,  from  what  period  interest  should 
be  computed  on  a  note  in  the  following  form,— <*  I  pro- 
mise, for  myself  and  my  executors,  to  pay  to  trances 
Harris  (or  her  executors),  one  year  after  my  death, 
300/.  with  legal  interest,'* — no  proof  of  the  consideration 
being  given. 

It  was  admitted  that  no  case  in  point  could  be  found, 
nor  any  which  lays  down  the  rule,  or  principle,  by  which 
it  is  to  be  decided.  Generally  speaking,  an  instrument 
of  this  sort  carries  interest  from  its  date,  whether  pay- 
able on  demand,  or  at  a  time  specified.  The  reason  is, 
that  the  party,  who  makes  the  promise,  must  be  expected 
to  keep  it;  and,  if  he  does,  no  interest  can  be  due  from 
any  other  period  than  the  date. 

In  the  present  case,  there  is  indeed  another  period  from 
which  it  might  be  computed,  that  of  the  maker's  death : 
but  it  appears  improbable  that,  if  that  was  his  intention, 
he  should  not  have  expressed  it  with  more  distinctness. 
We  think,  in  the  absence  of  all  particular  proof,  that 
we  must  presume  the  note  to  have  been  given  for  value, 

(a)  See  Maxee  ▼.  Shute,  cited  in  Masterman  ▼.  MaberUf,  2  Hogg*  JScc 
Jtep.  247. 

so 
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so  that  interest  would  be  due  from  the  date.    If  that  be       1839« 
doubtful,  the  instrument  ought  to  be  construed  most 

ROFFXT 

strongly  against  the  maker.     The  plaintiff  is  therefore        against 

GftKXNWZLL* 

aititled  to  the  larger  sum ;  and  judgment  must  be  en- 
tered for  i^. 

Judgment  for  the  phuntiff  for  principal  and 
interest  from  the  date  of  the  note. 


Collins  against  Beaumont. 

y.  Mat/  28th. 

QCIRE  FACIAS  to  have  execution  on  a  judgment  Arrest  on  a 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  is  no*bM'*to  a' 

Plea :  that,  after  judgment  recovered,  plaintiff  sued  lSe7udmenC 
out  a  ca.  sa.  upon  it,  under  which  defendant  was  ar-  h^^^XJ*^ 
rested  and  detained  in  execution.    Verification.    Repli-  charged  out  of 

'-         custody  by  rea- 

cation :  that,  whilst  defendant  was  detained  in  the  custody  son  of  iiregu- 

larity  in  issuing 

of  the  sheriff  under  the  said  writ,  he  made  an  applica-  the  writ. 
lion  to  one  of  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer  for  his 
discharge  out  of  custody  for  irregularity ;  that  the  said 
Baron  did  thereupon,  on  such  application,  and  upon 
the  grounds  therein  alleged  by  defendant,  that  the 
issuing  of  the  said  writ  and  taking  defendant  under  it, 
were,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Q.  B., 
irregular,  order  defendant  to  be  discharged  out  of 
custody  with  costs,  defendant  thereby  undertaking  not 
to  bring  any  action  on  account  of  the  arrest :  that  de- 
fendant was,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  order,  discharged 
out  of  custody,  and  has  never  since  been  in  custody 
thereon,  or  otherwise^  in  the  said  action ;  and  that  the 
order  was  afterwards  duly  made  a  rule  of  Court  on  the 
application  of  defendant  Verification- 
General  demurrer.    Joinder, 

The 
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18S9.        The  case  was  argued  in  last  Hilary  vacation  (a). 


C0LLI2I8 

against  Wtg/itmafi^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.     The  arrest 


Beaumont. 


on  the  writ  of  ca.  sa.  is  a  satisfaction :  and  the  pldn- 
tifii  having  elected  to  issue  it,  can  take  no  other  pro* 
ceeding  on  the  judgment  The  replication  does  not 
state  the  nature  of  the  irregularity  which  caused  it  to 
be  set  aside,  or  shew  that  the  writ  was  void. 

lAiwley^  contri.  M^ComUck  v.  Melton  {b)  is  in  point 
That  was  debt  on  a  judgment;  and  the  subsequent 
pleadings  were  like  the  present.  Arrest  on  a  ca.  sa. 
which,  on  being  set  aside,  became  a  nullity  was  tliere 
held  to  be  no  satisfaction. 

Wightman,  in  reply.  That  case  is  certainly  not  ma- 
terially distinguishable  from  this,  though  the  replication 
there  specifies  the  irregularity;  but  it  appears  not  to 
have  been  fully  argued,  and  ought  to  be  reconsidered. 
If  the  plaintiff  had  consented  to  the  discharge,  he 
clearly  could  not  have  proceeded  on  the  judgment :  is 
he  then  to  be  in  a  better  situation  by  reason  of  his  own 
irregularity  ?  A  discharge  by  a  Judge,  upon  terms  ac- 
quiesced in  by  the  plaintiff,  is  equivalent  to  consent 
Suppose  the  plaintiff,  being  aware  of  an  irregularity, 
had  consented  on  that  account  to  the  discharge,  this 
would  have  been  satisfaction.  ILtiiledale  J.  Might 
not  the  irregularity  have  been  the  act  of  the  Court, 
which  should  not  prejudice  the  plaintiff?]  It  is  not 
stated  what  the  irregularity  was ;  but,  if  it  was  (as  may 
be  presumed)  an  irregularity  of  the  party,  then  the 
defendant  may  be  imprisoned  twice  through  the  plain- 

(a)  February  4th,  1839,  beforo  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUUedale,  Wil- 
liams, and  Coleridge  Js. 

(6)  IC.  M.^  R.  525.     S.  C.  5  Tyru^.  147. 

tiffs* 


iM  THE  Second  Yeae  of  VICTORIA.  227 

tiff's  own  default.    A  writ  irregularly  issued  is  not  a  nul-  1839. 

iity.    It  will  still  protect  the  officer.  ^ 

Cur.  adv.  Vldt.  againtt 


Bkaumont. 


Lord  Demman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court 

To  a  declaration  in  scire  facias  defendant  pleads 
that  he  has  been  already  arrested  by  virtue  of  a 
eo.  JO.  on  the  same  judgment.  Keplicadon,  that  de- 
fendant was,  on  his  own  application,  discharged  from 
that  arrest  '*  for  irregularity/'  not  specifying  what  the 
irrq;ularity  was.  The  defendant  demurred.  On  the 
argument  we  doubted  whether  an  arrest  on  ca.  sa. 
might  not  be  a  satbfection  of  the  [debt,  though  it  was 
irregular.  We  were  referred,  however,  to  a  case  in 
point,  M^Cormick  v.  Mellon  (a),  where  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  held  such  a  replication  good ;  Lord  Lynd" 
hursl  saying  that  a  writ,  set  aside  for  irregularityi  was  a 
nullity.  This  reason  may  possibly  be  too  large:  but 
we  think  the  case  well  decided,  for  that  a  defendant 
cannot  relieve  himself  from  an  arrest  as  irregular,  and 
then  set  up  the  same  arrest  as  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
execution. 

We  must,  therefore,  over-rule  the  demurrer. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

{a)\C.U.^H.Si5.    S.  C.  S  l^rwh,  147. 
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1SS9. 


Tuetda^, 
May  S8th. 


Testatrix  ^e- 
yised  landk'lio 
L.  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  his 
first  and  other 
sons  and  daugh- 
ters succes- 
sively in  taiL 
X.  died,  leaving 
one  son,  and 
one  posthumous 
daughter.    The 
son 'died.    Tes- 
tatrix, being 
ignorant  of  the 
existence  of  the 
daughter,  made 
ft  codicil,  recit- 
ing the  death  of 
X«  without 
learing  any 
issue,  and  de- 
vising the  land 
to  H,t  in  the 
same  manner  as 
she  had  before 
done  to  X. : 
Held,  that  the 
codicil  must  be 
construed  as  a 
conditional  re- 
vocation only, 
and  was  in- 
operative as 
against  the 
diaughter  of  X., 
though  testa- 
trix, aAer 
making  the  co- 
dicil, and  two 
years  before 
she  died,  had 
become  ac- 
quainted with 
her  existence. 


Doe  oorthe  demise  of  Elizabeth  Evans  against 
'  ^         Henry  Evans. 

TN  an  action  of  ejectment,  tried  at  the  assizes  for  the 
county  of  Anglesey^   a  verdict  was  taken  for  the 
plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  or  the*  Court  upon  the 
following  special  case. 

Jane  Jmes,  widoW,  being  seised  in  fee  of  certain  free- 
hold premises,  by  her  will,  bearing  date  98th  Jubf  1819, 
and  duly  executed  and  attested  to  pass  real  estate,  de« 
vised  all  her  lands  and  tenements  to  certain  trustees  and 
their  heirs/ upon  certain  trusts  therein:  mentioned  as  to 
part  of  her  lands,  not  in  question  in  this  case,  and,  as  to  all 
the  residue  of  her  real  estate  (subject  to  the  payment  of 
an  annuity  to  Richard  Owen  during  his  life),  upon  trust 
to  the  use  of  Leans  Evans  of  Holyhead^  mariner,  and  his 
assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  lifei 
without  impeachment  of  waste;  remainder  to  the  said 
trustees,  in  trust  to  preserve  contingent  remainders; 
and,  from  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  use  of  the  first 
and  others  sons  of  the  said  Lewis  Evans^  in  tail ;  and,  for 
default  of  issue  in  tail  of  such  sons,  to  the  use  of  the  first 
and  other  daughters  of  the  said  Lewis  Evans,  in  tail ; 
and,  for  default  of  such  issue  in  tail,  to  the  use  of  her 
own  right  heirs  for  ever. 

On  27th  May  1829,  the  testatrix  duly  made  the  fol- 
lowing codicil  to  her  said  will.  Whereas,,  in  and  by 
my  will,  I  have  given  the  residue  of  my  lands,  &c.  (sub- 
ject to  an  annuity  of  20/.  to  my  cousin  Richard  Owen 
for  his  life),  to  the  use  of  Lewis  Evans,  of  Holyheadj 
and  his  assigns,  for  life ;  with  remainder  to  his  first  and 

other 
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other  daughters  in  tail ;  with  remainder  to  my  own  right       1839. 

heirs :  and  whereas  the  said  Lewis  Evans  has  since  de*      — . 

Doi  dem. 
parted  this  life  without  having  any  issue  s   now  I  do       |£tahi 

CtfOtfUt 

hereby  give  and  devise  all  the  residue  of  my  lands,  &c.|  Etaxs. 
as  mentioned  in  my  said  will  (subject  to  the  payment  of 
the  said  annuity),  unto  and  to  the  use  of  my  relation 
Henry  Evans^  and  his  assigns,  for  the  term  of  his  natural 
life,  without  impeachment  of  waste.  The  codicil  then 
proceeded  to  make  the  same  settlement  on  the  first  and 
other  sons  o{  Henry  Evans  in  tail,  and,  on  failure  of 
their  issue,  on  his  first  and  other  daughters  in  tail,  that 
she  had  previously  made  in  favour  of  Lewis  Evans  and 
his  issue. 

Lewis  Evans  and  Henry  Evans  were  each  related  in 
the  same  degree  to  the  testatrix,  and  were  first  cousins 
to  each  other. 

Lewis  Evans  was  married  in  1818,  and  in  1820  had 
a  son  bom.  He  died  in  September  1821,*  leaving  his 
wife  pregnant  with  Elizabeth  Evans^  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  afterwards  born,  a  posthumous  child, 
in  February  1822.  The  son  of  Lewis  Evans  died  in 
1825.  The  testatrix,  when  she  made  the  codicil  to 
her  will  in  1829,  did  not  know  of  the  birth  and  exist- 
ence of  Elizabeth  Evans,  the  daughter  of  Lewis  Eoans  ; 
but  she  became  acquainted  with  those  facts  afterwards, 
in  18S1,  two  years  before  her  death.  The  testatrix  died 
in  1833. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  the  codicil,  made  under  the  above  circumstances, 
had  the  effect  of  revoking  the  devise  of  the  residuary 
real  estate  in  the  will,  under  which  devise  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  claimed  the  premises  in  question.  If  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  codicil  did  not 

R  2  revoke 
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revoke  the  devise  in  the  wiU»  but  that  the  devise  to 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  a  valid  and  subsisting 
devise  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  and  that 
she  was  entitled  under  the  same  to  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion»  then  the  verdict  was  to  stand.  But,  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  the  verdict  was 
to  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

B.  V.  Richards  for  the  plaintiff.  The  codicil,  being 
made  under  error,  and  in  ignorance  of  the  existence  of 
a  daughter  of  Lewis  Evans^  is  inoperative,  and  does 
not  revoke  the  prior  disposition  of  the  will.  If  a  false 
impression  of  fact  is  the  apparent  foundation  of  the 
change  of  intent  shewn  in  a  later  will  or  codicil,  the 
operation  of  the  latter  is  contingent  upon  the  exist- 
ence or  non-existence  of  the  fact.  Such  is  the  rule 
laid  down  in  the  text  books ;  Swinburne  on  WillSf 
part  vii.  5. '5.  (p.  894,  &c.  7th  ed.);  Powell  on  De- 
visest  1  vol.  p.  523.  (3d  ed.,  by  Jarman) ;  1  WiUiams  on 
Executors^  p. 93.  (2d  ed.);  Soberis  on  Willsy  Vol. II. 
p.  40.  (Sd  ed.).  Some  of  the  cases  referred  to  as  au- 
thorities for  this  proposition  are,  indeed,  cases  of  per- 
sonalty; but  there  is  no  distinction,  in  this  respect, 
between  wills  of  real  and  of  personal  property  (a). 
In  Campbell  y.  French  (6),  where  the  death  of  the  legatee 
was  alleged  as  the  cause  of  revocation  in  a  subsequent 
codicil,  and  it  was  proved  that  the  legatee  was  not,  in 
fact,  dead.  Lord  Loughborough  C.  held  that  the  codicil 
did  not  revoke  the  legacy.  In  Kennell  v.  Abbott  {c)  a 
legacy  made  under  a  misapprehension  of  the  legatee's 
character  was  held  to  fail.     In  Attorney  General  r. 

(a)  See,  howerov  the  Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber^ 
in  Mantcn T.  Roe d,  Fo9,8A.  ^  JE,  SS, 66, 

(6)  S  re$.  S21.  (c)  4  Tm.  80S. 

Ward 
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Ward  (a)  the  revocation  ^as  considered  sufficient,  be-  1839. 
cause  it  was  founded  only  on  doubts  of  the  testatrix 
whether  the  former  legatees  were  still  living,  *^  and 
well  provided  for;"  yet  the  general  rule  seems  to  be 
conceded  by  Sir  R.  P.  Arden^  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
who  refers  to  the  well  known  case  mentioned  by 
Cicero  {De  Oral.  Lib.  1.  38.).  '*  Pater,  credens  filium 
suum  esse  mortuum,  alterum  instituit  hasredem;  filid 
domi  redeunte,  hujus  institutionis  vis  est  nulla  ^  (5). 
AUomey  General  v.  Uxjyd  (c)  turned  on  a  codicil  made 
tinder  an  error  respecting  the  illegality  of  a  former 
devise;  and  the  error  was  not  considered  sufficient  to 
vitiate  the  codicil.  In  Gordon  v.  Gordon  (d)  a  bequest 
to  a  natural  child  was  sustained,  where  the  testator  in 
his  will  expressed  his  ^* belief  that  the  child  was  his; 
and  the  validity  was  held  not  to  depend  on  the  &ct  of  its 
being  really  his  child,  because  he  chose  to  assume  it,  and 
to  act  upon  that  assumption ;  but  Lord  Eldon  C.  there 
admits  that  the  fisiilure  of  a  reason,  assigned  positively, 
would  have  destroyed  the  legacy.  Where  a  testator 
made  a  fresh  will  on  the  supposition  that  a  former  on6 
was  lost,  and  the  old  one  was  afterwards  found,  the 
Prerogative  Court  held  the  second  to  be  no  revocation 
of  the  first :  In  the  Goods  of  Richard  Moresby  [e). 

JeroiSf  contra.  The  devise  in  the  codicil  is  abso- 
lute; and  it  matters  not  whether  the  alleged  ground  of 

(a)  SFet.Si7. 

(b)  The  ciution  stands  thus  in  C6ok  ▼.  OaUey,  1  P.  WUL  S02.;  but  it 
ii  not  in  the  language  of  Cieero,  who  does  not  state  the  result.  The  same 
caas^  with  the  decision  in  fiiTOur  of  the  son,  is  aUuded  to  by  Vtdernu 
MamtuUf  lib.  vii.  c.  7.  s.  1.  See  a  decision  similar  to  Chat  in  the  text, 
dted  from  Paiuiuh  in  Dig.  unuu  tit.  y.  c  98. 

(0  3  Atk,  551.  Cd)  I  Merw.  141. 

(«)  1  Sagg.  Ec  Sep.  378. 

R  3  the 
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1839»  the  alteratioa  be  true  or  not  In  Attorney  Oeneral  ▼« 
•  JUoyd  (a)  Ix>rd  Hardmcke  says,  "  It  is  a  very  nice  thing 
Etawi  to  say^  that  because  the  reason  a  man  gives  for  his 
ETAiit.  devise  is  falsci  therefore  bis  devbe  shall  fail."  Suppose 
the  devise  had  been  to  the  testator's  <^  son/'  or  to  his 
'<  chaste  wife»"  there  would  have  been  no  pretence  for  im- 
pugning its  validity  by  disputing  the  paternity  in  the  one 
casC)  or  the  chastity  in  the  other.  Kennell  v.  Abbott  (b) 
shews  this.  The  decision  in  that  case  was  founded  on 
the  fraud  of  the  legatee  in  representing  himself  to  be 
single  when  he  married  the  testatrix,  and  thereby  ob- 
taining a  legacy  as  her  husband.  That  is  the  doctrine 
of  atit  Digest^  XXXV.  tit.  1.  c.  72.  s.  6,  (c).  In  order 
to  avoid  the  codicil,  the  error  should  have  originated  in 
A  deceit  practised  on  the  testator:  1  PaweU  on  Deviuf, 
p.  525.  If  the  recital  had  been  wholly  omitted,  then  the 
codicil,  however  inconsistent  with  the  will,  would  have 
been  unquestionably  good ;  and  it  would  have  been  of  no 
avail  to  shew,  by  extrinsic  evidence,  that  the  codicil  was, 
in  fact,  founded  on  misapprehension.  The  cases  cited 
on  the  other  side  are  all  on  legacies  of  personal  property ; 
and,  though  there  is  perhaps  no  sound  distinction 
between  wills  of  land  and  of  personalty,  yet  the  eccle- 
siastical courts  take  more  liberties  in  dealing  with  wills 
than  the  courts  of  law.  They  are,  for  the  most  part, 
cases  in  which  a  legacy  was  jnerely  revoked  without  any 
substitution  of  another  object  in  place  of  the  first.  Camp- 
bell  V.  French  (d)  was  a  case  of  this  kind.  There  the 
revocation  was  indeed  idle,  if  the  legatees  were  really 
dead,    IPatteson  J.  Where  there  is  a  residuary  legatee, 

(«)  a  Jlk.  551.  (6)  4  Vet.  809.     See  p.  809. 

(p)  See  aim  Cod,  yi.  tit.  94.  c,  4*  (d)  8  Vet,  899. 

there 
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there  is,  in  fact,  a  substitution.]     The  question  is  one       18S9. 
of  intention.     Here  the  testatrix  let  the  codicil  stand  for 

•  DoK  dem. 

two  years  after  the  real  circumstances  of  the  case  had        Etams 

ogednMt 

come  to  her  knowledge.  She  died  therefore  with  a  Kvans. 
full  knowledge  of  both  law  and  fact,  and  without  altering 
either  the  codicil  or  the  recital.  She  has,  therefore, 
made  an  absolute  devise  to  Hemy^  and  must  be  taken  to 
have  continued  of  the'  same  mind  at  the  time  of  her 
death»  when  she  laboured  under  no  misapprehension. 

R,  V^  BiehardSf  in  reply.  If  the  codicil  was  bad 
when  made,  it  cannot  afterwards  become  a  good  one. 
The  attempt  to  look  at  the  mind  of  the  party  at  the  time 
of  death,  and  not  at  the  making  of  the  will,  was  dis- 
allowed in  Marston  v.  Boe  dem.  Fox  (a).  If  it  were 
otherwise,  at  what  precise  period  of  time,  during  the 
two  years,  did  the  codicil  become  a  good  one  ?  There 
must  be  republication,  after  full  information,  in  order  to 
set  it  up.  Fraud  was  not  the  ground  of  the  decision  in 
Campbell  v.  French  (6),  but  the  erroneous  recital.  As 
to  the  supposed  case  of  a  legacy  to  a  man's  **  son,'*  eo 
nomine,  it  would  not  take  e£Pect  unless  he  were  the  son, 
or  had  the  reputation  of  being  so.  The  only  question, 
in  such  cases,  would  be,  whether  the  person  were  suf- 
ficiently described,  and  the  exact  truth  of  the  descrip- 
tion would  be  of  secondary  importance.  The  cases  of 
Campbell  v.  French  (&),  and  In  the  Goods  of  Moresby  (c), 
are  unanswered,  and  no  authority  has  been  produced 
against  them.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  In  The  Lord 
Cheynejfs  Case  [d)  there  is  a  remark  apparently  at 
variance  with   the   doctrine  which  you  support,    ^^  If 

{a)  ^ A,  i  E.\\,  (6)  S  Vet,  S22. 

(c)  1  Hc^.  £c.  Rsp.  378.  (rf)  5  Bep.  686. 

R  4  a  man 
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1839*       a  man  has  two  sons  both  baptised  by  the  name>of  Jakn^ 

"    7"       and  conceiving  that  the  elder  (who  had  been  long 

.  BvAKs        absent)  is  deady  devises  his  land  by  his  will  in  writing  to 

anoint 

Etaks.  his  son  John  generally,  and  in  truth  the  elder  is  living; 
in  this  case  the  younger  son  may  in  pleading  or  in 
evidence  allege  the  devise  to  him ;  and  if  it  be  denied, 
he  may  produce  witnesses  to  prove  his  father's  intent, 
that  he  thought  the  other  to  be  dead"  (a).  This  seems 
to .  assume  that  the  will,  though  made  under  •error, 
would  nevertheless  stand.  Patteson  J.  It  does  not 
follow  that  the  father  would  not  have  preferred  the 
younger  son,  even  if  he  had  known  that  both  were, 
alive.] 

Lord  D£NMAN  C.  J.  The  authorities  cited  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  shew  that  such  a  revocatbn  as  this 
is  a  conditional  one.  It  is  clear,  on  the  iace  of  the  co- 
dicil, that  the  testatrix  had  no  intention  to  interfere 
with  her  former  disposition  by  the  will.  No  intenUon  to 
revoke  it  can  be  inferred.  The  doctrine  in  The  Lord 
Cheynnfs  Case  (6)  is  distinguishable ;  for  we  have  there 
no  revocation  of  a  former  will,  nor  any  proof  of  what  the 
testator  would  have  dime  if  he  had  known  of  his  nustake. 

LiiTLEDAiiE  J.  There  is  evidently  no  intention  to 
leave  the  property  away  from  the  family  oi  Lewis.    The 

(a)  The  report  goes  oo  thus :  **  no  inconTenience  can  rise  if  an  aver- 
ment in  such  case  be  taken  in  case  of  a  derise  bj  will,  for  be  who  sees 
such  willf  wherebj  land  is  devised  to  bis  son  John,  cannot  be  deeeiTed  hj 
ukj  secret  invidble  avennent :  for  when  be  sees  the  dcrise  to  his  son 
John,  he  ought  at  his  peril  to  enquire  which  John  the  testator  intended, 
which  may  easily  be  known  bj  him  who  wrote  the  will,  and  others  who 
were  privy  to  his  intent.**  \ 

{h)  5  Rep.  68  b, 

daughter 
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^ugbter  was  a  posthumous  child^  and  was  probably        I8Sd» 
unknown  to  the  testatrix  on  that  account.    The  codicil       " 

Dov  dem* 

was  intended  to  take  effect  only  on  failure  of  the  original        Etavs 

flgtttfUt 

devise ;  and  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  under  the  cir-  Etahi. 
cumstances,  that  nothing  passed  by  it,  unless  it  may 
possibly  hereafter  have  the  etkct  of  giving  the  property 
to  Henry  upon  the  fiiilure  of  the  original  devise.  As  to 
her  becoming  acquainted  with  the  fact  after  the  codicil 
was  made,  this  alone  cannot  set  it  up ;  otherwise  it  might 
be  established  by  shewing  that  she  lived  only  one  day 
after  she  knew  of  the  daughter's  existence. 

Patteson  J.  The  meaning  of  the  party  at  the  time 
of  making  the  codicil  is  alone  to  be  looked  at.  At  that 
time  she  knew  nothing  of  the  birth  of  a  daughter;  she 
therefore  states  that  Lewis  had  '^  since  departed  this  life 
without  leaving  any  issue,"  that  is,  any  issue  now  living. 
We  must  read  this  as  if  it  had  been,  in  terms,  a  devise 
to  Henryy  provided  Lemis  and  hb  issue  are  really  dead. 
If  it  had  been  so  expressed,  the  subsequent  information 
would  clearly  have  made  no  difference.  To  give  such 
an  eflfect  to  a  subsequent  knowledge  of  the  circumstances 
would  be  making  a  new  codicil  for  the  testatrix.  All 
that  Lord  Hardmicke  appears  to  mean  in  Attorney 
Generals.  Lloyd  (a)  is,  that  a  man  shall  not  die  intestate 
merely  because  he  gives  a  &lse  reason  for  his  bequest. 
This  is  not  a  dying  intestate,  but  a  restoration  of  the 
original  will. 

Williams  J.    Thb  is  admitted  to  be  a  question  of 
intention.     Now  the  codicil  evidently  does  not  proceed 

(a)  SAA.SSU 

on 
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,18S9.  on  any  change  of  mind  in  regard  to  the  original  devisea 
It  only  substitutes  one  devise  for  another,  on  the  sup- 
position that  the  first  cannot  take  effect*  The  condition 
of  re?ooation  failsi  because  it  appears  that  the  par^ 
who  was  always  intended  to  be  benefited*  is  capable  of 
receivbg  the  benefit  intended. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Tuesday,  WiLSON  ogatnst  HoARE  and  Eleven  Others. 

May  28th.  ^ 

By  a  decree  in  A  SSUMPSIT  by  the  Lord  of  the  Manor  of  Hamp' 
which  the' lord  steodj  to  recover  the  sum  of  8900/.  for  reasonable 

wM  a  par^t'^it  ^^^  ^"^  (toxx^  defendants  to  plaintiff  on  their  admission 
thaL^wheneror  ^^^  certain  customary  tenements  of  the  said  manor,  to 
the  tormteet  of  j^qXA  to  them,  their  heirs,  and  assigns,  according  to  the 
rochiai  charity,  custom.     Monev  had  and  received,  and  account  stated. 

consUtiQg  of 

copyhold  of  in-  Plea,  the  general  issue. 

should  be  re-  The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  after 

the  lord  should,  Trinity  term,  18S7,  before  Lord  Denrnan  C.  J.,  when 
Jlrobationofa  ^^  appeared  that  the  defendants  were  trustees  of  a 
^n"!^  otheTJ^  parochial  charity,  called  the  Wells  charity,  founded  In 
ing  copyholders  jggg     ^uj  established  by   a  decree  of  the  Court  of 

and  inhabitants  "^ 

of  the  parish;     Chancery  in  17S9,  to  which  the  then  lord  of  the  manor 

that  a  surrender  .  «        i  ,  . 

of  the  lands  and  trustees  were  parties.  By  that  decree,  it  was 
made,  and  the  ordered  that,  whenever  thereafter  the  number  of  trus- 
x^"t^'paying*  tees  should  be  reduced  to  five,  the  lord  should,  with  the 

a  reasonable 

fine.  The  trust  became  vacant  by  the  death  of  ten,  and  resignation  of  two,  of  the  trustees 
so  appointed ;  and  fourteen  new  ones  were  thereupon  duly  appointed  and  admitted.  Held, 
(there  being  no  special  custom  as  to  fines  on  such  admittance)  that  a  fine,  made  up  of  the 
sum  of  a  geometrical  aeries  of  nine  terms,  whose  first  term  was  the  double  value  and  com- 
mon ratio  (,  with  a  deduction  on  account  of  the  right  to  a  renewal  fine  recurring  on  the 
failure  of  any  nine  lives  out  of  fourteen,  instead  of  nine  absolutely,  was  reasonable. 

Held,  also,  that  the  lord  was  not  bound  to  make  a  further  deduction  by  reason  of  his 
privilege  of  naming  the  lives,  or  of  the  mature  ages  of  the  trustees. 

The  reasonableness  of  such  a  fine,  where  the  value  of  the  iaDd,  and  the  amount  of  de- 
doctionj  are  undisputed,  is  not  a  question  for  the  jury, 

approbation 
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approbation  of  the  master,  nominate  nine  others,  being        1889. 
copyhold  tenants  of  the  manor,  and  inhabitants  of  the       ^ 
parish  of  Hampstead^  to  be  added  to  the  five,  and  a  new        ogainst 

HOAU. 

surrender  of  the  charity  lands  should  be  made  to  their 
use  on  the  same  trusts ;  and  that  the  lord  should  admit 
them,  paying  a  reasonable  fine  {a). 

In  Jiihf  1826,  upon  the  death  of  twelve,  and  resign- 
ation of  two,  of  the  trustees  (i),  the  whole  number  of 
fourteen,  including  defendants,  were  admitted  to  the 
charity  lands,  being  copyhold  of  inheritance;  and  the  fine 
was  eventually  assessed  at  39007,  Two  of  the  trustees 
bad  since  died«  The  annual  value  was  admitted  to  be 
1000/.;  and  the  plaintiff's  calculation  of  the  fine  was 
founded  on  the  rule  laid  down  in  Wilson  v.  Hoare  (c), 
with  a  further  deduction  in  consequence  of  the  renewal 
being  on  the  &ilure  of  nine  lives  out  of  fourteen,  and  not 
of  nine  lives  absolutely.  The  amount  so  deducted  was, 
in  fact,  a  larger  one  than  the  calculation  of  the  plaintiflfs 
witnesses,  at  the  trial,  required  to  be  made.  It  was 
proved  that  the  fines  taken  on  admittances  within  the 
manor  were  arbitrary ;  and  some  evidence  was  adduced 
of  a  special  custom  to  assess  the  fine,  in  the  case  of  joint 
admittances,  on  the  above  principle ;  but  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  contended  that,  independently  of  such  evidence, 
the  reasonableness  of  the  6ne  was  matter  of  law,  and 
that,  the  value  being  admitted,  it  followed,  as  a  conse- 
quence of  law,  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  sum  assessed. 
On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  contended  that  the 
rule,  as  laid  down  in  fVihm  v.  Hoare  (c),  was  inap- 
plicable to  a  case  like  the  present ;  that  the  deduction, 

(a)  A  ftiUer  ttat«in«nt  of  the  foundfttum  and  decree  will  be  found  in 
IFiUtm  T.  Hoare,  ^B.^Ad,  350. 

,  (»)TbettitaiiientnuMlcbytlwOoiirtin9J9.^^tf.S50.»astotlieinen. 
ner  in  which  Uie  Tacanciee  bad  of  cuired,  was  admitted  to  be  incorrect. 

(c)  9^.f^d35a 

in 
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18S9. 


WlLSOW 

againai 


in  respect  of  the  expired  lives  being  nine  out  of  fourteen! 
v^as  not  enough ;  and  that  a  further  deduction  should  be 
made  in  respect  of  the  power  of  the  lord  to  select  those 
lives,  and  of  the  mature  age  of  the  parties,  who  would 
probably  be  selected  as  trustees  of  such  a  charity;  that 
the  value  of  the  particular  lives  actually  admitted  should 
be  taken  into  consideration ;  and  that  the  reasonableness, 
generally,  was  a  question  for  the  jury.  His  Lordship 
admitted  evidence  of  the  unreasonableness  of  the  fine  on 
the  above  grounds.  The  jury  found  that  the  lord  was 
entitled  to  an  arbitrary  fine ;  that  there  was  no  special 
custom  applicable  to  the  case  of  joint  tenants,  or  to  the 
case  of  pai'ties  re-admitted  upon  a  surrender ;  and  that 
the  fine  assessed  was  unreasonable.  A  verdict  was 
thereupon  entei'ed  for  the  defendants,  with  leave  to  move 
to  enter  it  for  the  plaintiff. 

In  the  following  term  D.  PoUock  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
to  enter*  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  for  a  new  trial 
on  the  grounds  of  misdirection  and  that  the  verdict  was 
against  evidence.     In  last  Easter  term  (a), 


Sir  Jokn  Campbell^  Attorney*  General,  R.  V.  Sichards, 
and  Carei/f  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that,  the 
evidence  of  custom  having  failed,  the  only  question  was 
as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  fine;  and  that  this  was  a 
question  for  the  jury,  who  might  find  what  was  reason- 
able under  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case : 
Jackman  v.  Hoddesdon  (ft).  That  the  principle  of  cal- 
culation, as  laid  down  in  Wilson  v.  Hoare  {c\  was  inap- 
plicable, and  would  lead  to  mjustice,  especially  where 
the  lord  had  the  choice  of  the  lives,  and  the  range  of 

(a)  May  1st,  1839,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUMlale^  PaUeaon^ 
and  Coleridge  3^ 

(6)  Cro.  Eliz.  351  (c)  iB.fjtd,  3SO. 

selection 
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selection  was  limited  to  a  certain  class  of  persons.  In  1839. 
order  to  shew  this,  they  repeated  the  arguments  used  on 
this  head  upon  the  discussion  of  that  case,  and  relied 
upon  certain  calculations  which  had  been  submitted  io 
the  juiy  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  and  which  were 
founded  on  the  number  and  ages  of  the  trustees  ad- 
mitted, and  the  terms  of  the  decree.  They  con- 
tended that,  although  the  plaintifi^  at  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  disclaimed  a  right  to  take  any  fine  in  respect  of 
any  surviving  trustees  who  should  surrender  for  tlie 
mere  purpose  of  being  admitted  with  the  new  ones,  yet, 
as  any  customary  exemption,  in  such  a  case,  was  nega- 
tived by  the  jury,  the  disclaimer  was  voluntary  and 
purely  gratuitous,  and,  not  being  founded  on  any  custom 
or  general  principle  of  law,  would  neither  bind  himself 
nor  his  heirs  or  assigns,  so  as  to  prevent  him  or  them, 
on  any  future  occasion,  from  claiming  in  respect  of  every 
one  of  the  trustees  admitted.  That,  although  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber,  upon  a  bill  of  exceptions  in 
this  case  (a),  had  awarded  a  venire  de  novo  solely  on  the 
ground  that  the  deduction  had  not  been  made,  which 
the  plaintiff  had  now  allowed,  it  did  not  follow  that  it 
was  the  only  deduction  requisite,  or  that  there  was  no 
other  objection  to  the  former  assessment. 

On  the  principle  of  assessment  in  the  .case  of  joint 
tenants,  they  cited  the  following  cases :  Bjoe  dem.  Ash- 
Urn  v.  Hutton(b)j  HoU  C.J.  in  Fisher  v.  Wiggic), 
BarlofBathy.Abney{d)9  Attree  v.  Sadt  {e)^  Garland 
T.  JehfU  (g),  The  Dean  and  Chapler  qf  Elyv.  Calde^ 
cot  (A),  Rex  V.  The  Lord  of  the  Manor  of  Bonsatt  (i), 

(a)  See  |NMf,t]M  report  at  tht  end  of  diuctie.        (b)  S  Wilt.  ISS. 
(c)  1  Ld.  liay.  6S1.  (d)  1  Burr.  SOS. 

(e)  e  All*  484.    8t9Hoaowe^r.JMkeley,€S.4^aa. 
to)  9  Ming.  S98.  (A)  8  JBhig.  439. 

(i)  Si?.  4>C17S. 

Phypers 
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18S9.       Phypen  v.  Ebwm  {a).      They  also  reFerred  to  Kitch.  on 
Courts^  122,  a.  (ed,  1618,)  cited  in  Com.  Dig.  Cop!^ 
agamst       hold  (H  l.}»  and  Wharton  v.  King  (6). 

HoAftb 

D.  Pollock  and  J(Jin  Scrivenj  contr%  admitted  that  the 
plaintiff  must  fail  unless  he  could  recover  the  whole  fine 
demanded,  but  contended  that,  as  the  courts  had  taken 
upon  themselves  to  say  that  two  years'  value  was  a  rea- 
sonable fine  for  the  admittance  of  one  tenant,  the  ques- 
tion of  reasonableness  was  no  longer  one  of  fact  but  of 
law.  That  the  decision  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  if 
a  right  one,  had,  for  the  first  time,  introduced  the  ques- 
tion of  the  value  of  life  into  the  calculation.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  The  question  of  reasonableness  can 
hardly  be  withdrawn  from  the  jury,  if  a  deduction  is  to 
be  made  on  that  account.  The  testimony  of  actuaries 
must  be  submitted  to  them,  in  order  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  deduction.]  The  jury  must  find  agreeably  to 
the  direction  of  the  Judge.  The  fine  was  properly  as- 
sessed on  the  principle  laid  down  by  this  Court;  and, 
though  the  deduction  required  by  the  Judges  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  was  questionable  in  principle, 
the  plaintiff  was  content  to  submit  to  it;  but  the 
other  deductions  claimed  were  inadmissible.  That  the 
lives  were  indeed  named  by  the  lord ;  but  his  nomination 
was  subject  to  the  control  of  Chancery  by  the  terms  of 
the  decree ;  and  the  value  of  the  lives  ought  not  to 
be  considered  beyond  the  extent  sanctioned  by  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber.  That,  although  the 
present  fine  was  large  in  consequence  of  the  failure  or 
resignation  of  all  the  trustees,  so  that  the  whole  double 
value,  viz.  2000/.,  could  be  taken  for  the  first  life,  1000/. 
for  the  second,  and  so  on^  instances  of  this  kind  could 

(a)  S  Nm  Qh  S50.  (b)  SJmtr.  659. 

never 
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neyer  occur  if  the  number  was^duly  filled  up  as  soon  as  18S9. 
it  was  reduced  to  five ;  and  tfaat^  when  the  lord  bad  to 
name  and  admit  the  next  nine  trustees^  the  fine  could 
hardly  exceed  120/.,  unless  the  property  was  much  im- 
proved (a).  That,  in  fact,  it  was  a  hardship  on  the  lord 
that,  if  the  charity  was  properly  managed,  he  never  could 
take  a  full  fine,  but  only  a  reversionary  one,  deducting 
the  fines  in  respect  of  the  surviving  trustees. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU* 

On  this  day  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  long  pending  case  has  at 
length  found  its  termination.  It  was  an  action  for  a 
fine  of  8900/.,  due  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  Hamp- 
steady  in  respect  of  the  admission  of  fourteen  persons, 
joint  trustees  of  a  charity,  to  a  copyhold  estate  within 
the  manor. 

(a)  The  fine  was  thus  calculated :  — 

1st  life  - 

2d  Ditto  ... 
Sd  Ditto  ... 
4tli  Ditto  ... 
5th  Ditto  ... 
6th  Ditto 
7th  Ditto  *     - 

Sth  Ditto        ... 
9th  Ditto        .  .  - 

10th  Ditto        ... 
11th  Ditto        ... 
IStfa  Ditto        ... 
iSCh  Ditto        ... 
14th  Ditto        ... 
The  fine,  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  pnsent  case^  consisted  of  the 
ram  of  the  fint  nine  terms  of  the  above  series.     He  stopped  at  the  ninth, 
because,  after  the  failure  of  nine  lives,  he  would  be  entitled  to  a  renewal 
fine.     When  the  number  so  admitted  should  be  reduced  to  five,  the 
plaintiff  profiessed  to  claim,  in  respect  of  the  nine  new  lives,  only  a  fine 
compoeed  of  aU  the  above  tums  afttr  the  fifth  lifii,  vit.  lS4fi  14ft  1  Id, 
which  he  called  «  a  leversioiiaiy  fiine."    But  the  eonrt  reUs  did  not  ap* 
pear  to  mppoit  the  aUeged  custom  in  this  respect. . 

This 


2*2  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

1839.  This  estate  was  granted  near  150  years  ago :  new  trus- 

^  jl  tees  are  directed,  under  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
againd  of  a  date,  not  much  later,  to  be  successively  appointed 
by  the  lord,  subject  to  the  approbation  of  a  Master  in 
Chancery;  and,  whenever  nine  should  have  dropped,  nine 
new  ones  were  to  be  in  like  manner  nominated  and  ap« 
proved  to  complete  the  number. 

It  happened  that  all  the  fourteen  were  removed  by 
death  or  resignation,  and  the  whole  number  of  fourteen 
was  admitted. 

The  lord  claimed  a  fine  of  upwards  of  5000/L,  cal- 
culated on  the  principle  of  two  years*  value  for  the  first 
life,  one  yearns  value  for  the  second,  one  third  of  the 
same  amount  for  the  third,  and  so  downwards.  My 
brother  Parke  tried  the  cause,  and,  thinking  the  fine  so 
calculated  unreasonable,  directed  a  nonsuit  Lord  Ten- 
derdefi  and  the  Court  agreed  in  his  opinion ;  but,  being 
much  pressed,  and  (as  they  certainly  understood)  by 
both  parties,  to  lay  down  a  rule  for  making  the  calcu- 
lation, they  took  time  for  consideration,  and  then  pro- 
nounced the  rule.  It  was  this :  that  the  fine  on  the 
first  life  should  be  2000/.,  double  the  admitted  yearly 
value  of  1000/.;  that  on  the  second^  the  half  of  that 
sum,  or  the  single  yearly  value ;  that  on  the  third,  the 
half  of  that  last  amount,  or  SOOL ;  thus  always  halving 
the  last  addition  to  the  fine  in  a  descending  series. 

This  was  on  the  ordinary  principle  that  an  arbitrary 
fine  means  a  reasonable  fine,  and  that  such  is  the  cor- 
rect legal  method  of  estimating  a  reasonable  fine. 

A  second  action  having  been  brought  for  this  amount 
of  fine,  my  brother  Pattaoth  on  the  trial  (a),  laid  down 

(a)  Siltingi  ator  JSiUtry  tann,  ISSS.    A  short  nport  of  tbtt  trial  wOl 
be  found  ialiSbwrnmOiyiyAo^  pp.  39^394.  (SdecU> 

this 
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this  nile,  and  directed  a  verdict  accordingly.  But  the  1889. 
defiendants  were  still  dissatisfied,  and  took  the  case  by  II 
bill  of  exceptbns  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber  (a),  on  ^oinu 
the  ground  that  the  learned  Judge  had  refused  to  direct 
the  jury  that  the  fine  ought  to  be  reduced  by  the  con- 
sideration that  the  renewal  was  to  be,  not  on  the  drop<« 
ping  of  nine  specified  livesj  but  on  the  dropping  of  nine 
out  of  fourteen  specified  lives,  and  would  therefore  occur 
sooner.  There  was  but  little  discussion :  but  C.  J.  TVn- 
dal  and  Ijord' Lyndhnrsl  both  expressed  an  opinion  that 
a  reduction  ought  to  have  been  made  on  the  ground 
suggested ;  and  the  plaintiff  appears  to  have  acquiesced 
in  it,  and  to  have  left  the  Court  persuaded  that  he  had 
its  authority  for  claiming  the  fine  so  estimated,  as  in 
2  jB.  4*  M*  350.>  and  so  reduced,  as  reasonable  in  point 
of  law, 

A  venire  de  novo  was  then  awarded,  and  the  case 
came  before  me  at  Nisi  Prius  (&)•  Very  different  reports 
were  brought  firom  the  opposite  sides  of  what  had  oc« 
curred  in  the  Court  of  Error:  a  new  difficulty  was 
started  by  the  defendant,  who  recovered  a  verdict  for 
want  of  the  plaintiff's  shewing  himself  to  be  thus  entitled 
under  any  custom  of  the  manor,  and  because  the  jury 
fennd  the  fine  to  be  unreasonable.  The  Court,  how- 
ever, thought  that  the  case  did  not  turn  upon  the 
custom,  and  that  the  question,  as  to  the  reasonableness 
of  the  fine,  was  not  for^the  jury;  and  a  new  trial  was 
granted* 

On  this  fourth  trial  Mir.  Pollock  rested  the  plaintiff's 
case  on  the  law  as  propounded  by  my  Brother  Parke 
and  this  Court  in  the  first  instance,  as  qualified  by  what 

(a)  SctnoteittUwciidorUiiscMe.         (»)  Febrmj  ICOh  193S* 

Vol.  X..  S«  was 


HoAftX. 
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18S9.       was  afterward9  introduced  into  it  in  the  Exchequer 
"""~       Chamber. 

WiLioir 

against  He  gave  some  evidence  of  a  custonii  where  a  second 

life  was  added,  to  exact  half  the  fine  that  bad  been  paid 
on  the  first ;  but  the  instances  were  not  numerous :  thej 
proved  but  little  as  to  any  number  of  tenants  admitted 
at  once,  and,  on  the  whole,  laid  so  slender  a  foundation 
for  a  custom,  that  we  can  by  no  means  condemn  the 
verdict  finding  that  there  was  no  proof  of  such  custom. 
The  plaintiff^,  however,  proceeded  to  prove  what  deduc- 
tion ought  to  be  made  in  respect  to  the  renewal  being 
on  the  dropping  of  nine  lives  out  of  fourteen,  and  not  of 
nine  specified  lives ;  and,  having  established  his  point  by 
undisputed  evidence,  claimed  the  verdict  for  a  fine  of 
somewhat  lower  amount  as  a  necessary  consequence  of 
law. 

The  defendant  was  allowed  to  give  evidence,  sulject 
to  what  the  Court  should  decide  on  its  applicability, 
that  that  fine  would  be  in  fact  unreasonable,  fvom  the 
lord's  privilege  of  naming  the  lives,  and  the  probability 
that,  for  that  reason,  and  on  account  of  the  necessity  of 
charity  trustees  being  persons  of  mature  age,  the  lives 
would  fall  more  frequently  than  if  they  had  been  nomi- 
nated by  the  grantees.  This  issue  of  &ct  the  jury  also 
found  for  the  defendants ;  but  the  jJaintiff contended  that 
it  was  immaterial,  and  had  leave  to  move  that  a  verdict 
should  be  entered  in  his  &vour. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  this  must  now  be  done.  The 
original  grant  by  the  lord  must  be  considered  as  if  it 
had  been  made  and  accepted  by  the  trustees  on  the 
terms  afterwards  prescribed  by  the  decree  in  Chancery. 
Whenever  they  applied  for  a  renewal,  they  would  have 
to  pay  an  arbitrary,  that  is  a  reasonable^  fine.    We 

agree 
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agree  with  the  decision  of  this  Court  that  a  reasonable  1839. 
fine  is  to  be  calculated  on  the  number  of  liyes  by  begin- 
ning with  two  years' improved  value,  and  halving  it,  and 
then  halving  the  half  of  it,  and  so  on,  in  a  geometrical 
series,  by  which  means  the  fine  can  never  equal  four 
years'  improved  value. 

Whether  we  agree  or  not  with  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber, that  the  reduction  adopted  by  that  Court  ought  to 
be  made,  is  immaterial  for  the  present  purpose,  since 
the  plaintiff  is  contented  to  reduce  it  on  that  principle. 
Rule  absolute  to  enter  verdict  for  the 
plaintifffor  S900/.  (a). 

(a)  See  Sheppard  y.  Woo^brd^  SH,^W,  608.        i 

Hoars  and  Thirteen  Others  offoimi  Wilson. 

Tin  fiaOowiag  ii  •  not*  of  tte  praoeediogi  on  the  bill  of  eiceptioniy  When  the  lord 

aigoed  in  error  in  Um  Exchequer  Ouinber  (89d  AprU  1894),  bcfora  ^^^^^^'~ 

TbML  C  J.»  Ixnd  lyndhunt  C  B.,  Bif4»  and  Gateke  Js,,  Vtrnghan  juJ^toacopy- 

mdBoaandB§,tJidentmJ,  and  fFUSmuB.  hold  of  in- 

The  UUitirtedthel  an  action  had  been  hrooght  by  V1E2^  heritanc^  with 

and  thirteen  otheri»  for  a  fine  of  398^  lOi.9  aeeeiMd  on  the  admittance  himself  to 

of  defendants  to  a  copyhold  in  fte^  and  that  iisue  was  joined  on  a  plea  of  nominate  nine 

wMcfa  came  on  to  be  tried  befbie  P^Mwm  J«  in  the  ^^  robLtion 

of  Lord  jDenman  C  J.     That  plaintiff  then  profed  that  the  of  a^Maater  in 

were  peroel  of  the  nuuMMv  whereof  plaintiff  was  the  lord.  Chancery] 


That,  in  1698,  the  then  lord,  with  consent  of  the  homage  and  of  meie  {^^^"1,^^^°^* 

graee  and  ISiToinv  granted  sis  acres  of  heath  (being  the  piopeiiy  now  reduced  to  fiTe, 

called  the  WOt  Ckariiy  estate),  to  hold  to  them,  their  hcin  and  amigns,  «"!  thereupon 

aft  the  win  &e.,  by  the  yeariy  rent  of  St.,  and  the  services  due  and  accua*  g^QgW]^  fij^f^ 

tomed,  in  tmst  for  the  poor  of  the  perish  of  Mamptuad.    It  then  stated  guch  fresh  ad- 


tfae  admittance  of  defendants,  and  assessment  and  demand  of  the  above   nation  of  the 
tne,  and  that  the  annualvalueofthe  tenement  was  lOOOH  after  deducting   ^^^,^ 
quit  rents.     It  shewed  that  there  had  been,  on  an  average^  an  admittsnce   Held,  by  the 
to  the  above  tenements  (besides  admittances  to  additional  parcels  of  land),    Court  of  Ex- 
every  SI)  years  since  1698,  and  that  the  following  were  the  fines  then  |,er^^  the 
paid.  principle  of 

asseMmenthdd 
down  in  Wii$on  ▼.  Hoare  (211,  tfJd.  85a)  was  inH»plicable,  and  that  a  deduction  should 
be  made  on  account  of  the  ri|^  to  take  a  new  fine  on  the  feUure  of  nine  lives  out  of 
fourteen,  instead  of  nine  abaolntdy. 

S  2  In 
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1839.  In  1698.     Fourteen  tnisteei  admitted        -  -  ..FineJCSO 

I  ^  17S0.     Three  iunrinng  and  eleven  new  tnutees  -         [••••] 

WiLioir  1 743.    Three  fonriTing  and  eleven  new,  on  the  death  of  ten 

H^^"^  and  redgnation  of  one  -  -  -  150 

1763.     Five  aurviving  and  nine  new,  on  the  death  of  nine  151 

178d.     Two  rarviviog  and  twelve  new,  on  the  death  of 

eleven  and  resignation  of  one  .  .  -  450 

1801.     Four  surviving  and  ten  new,  on  the  death  of  ten   -  579 

The  bill  then  stated  the  ages  of  the  defendants  at  the  time  of  their  ad- 
missions, and  the  ages  of  the  two  retiring  trustees ;  and  that  no  building 
bad  been  erected  since  1801.  That  defendants  then  gave  in  evidence  the 
decree'of  1729  (see  antd,  pp.  SS6,  237.),  and  proved,  by  an  actuaiy,  that, 
if  copyhold  premises  be  held  on  a  single  life  of  thirty  years,  the  interest  in 
it  would  last,  on  an  average,  twenty-eight  years ;  that,  if  one  Ufe,  aged 
thirty,  would  be  worth,  on  renewal,  SOOOt,  then  two  lives  of  the  same  age 
would  be  worth  2430^ ;  and  three  such  lives,  2608/. ;  and  that  the  ad- 
dition of  any  further  number  could  not  exceed  S000(»  That,  if  2000/1  was 
a  reasonable  fine  on)  the  admission  of  one  life,  the  admission  of  fourteen, 
of  the  several  ages  of  the  defendants,  to  be  renewed  when  reduced  to  five, 
would  be  2111A ;  and  that  the  interest  in  fourteen  lives,  which  are  to  be 
surrendered  and  re-admitted  when  reduced  to  five,  is  not  so  valuable  as  the 
interest  in  nine  absolute  lives.  Hiat  the  judge  then  declared  his  opinicm 
to  the  jury,  that  the  fine  assessed  by  the  plaintiff  was  reasonable  and 
lawftil,  and  that  the  evidence  did  not  differ  the  case  from  the  ordinary 
one  of  joint  tenants  admitted  for  their  own  lives.  That  defendants'  counsel 
excepted  to  such  opinion,  and  insisted  that  the  right  of  the  lord  to  put  in 
the  new  lives  did  make  an  essential  difference  with  respect  to  the  ages  of 
the  parties  put  in,  and  the  reasonableness  of  the  fine.  That  the  judge 
further  declared  his  opinion  to  the  jury,  that  it  did  not  afftct  the  case  in 
point  of  law,  that  the  fourteen  trustees  were  admitted  for  the  lives  of  the 
nine  among  them  who  should  soonest  die,  and  not  for  nine  absolute  lives, 
and  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff  accordingly.  Whereupon 
the  defendants'  counsel  insisted  that  the  rule  of  law,  which  allowed  more 
than  two  years*  improved  value  to  be  taken  on  the  admission  of  moie  than 
one  tenant,  ought  not  to  be  extended  to  a  case  where  the  best  lives  were 
in  fiivour  of  the  lord,  and  the  lives,  on  which  the  fine  was  calculated, 
were  the  shortest^out  of  a  larger  number ;  and  that,  as  the  plaintiff  did 
not  bring  hb  case  within  the  general  custom  of  copyholds,  and  neither 
alleged  nor  proved  any  special  custom  in  that  behalf,  the  judge  ought  not 
to  have  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  but  for  the  defend- 
ants, &c 

ii.  V,  Rkhardit  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Scnden  Serjt..  contrii,  contended  that  the  fine  was  tightly  estimated  by 
Uikuig  9Q00L  for  the  fint  life,  and  to  hairing  successively  down  to  the 

:  mntb 
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ninth  life  inclusiTe.  Strictly,  the  fine  so  calculated  was  3992iL3«.  9d,  1839* 
That  this  was  the  proper  way  where  fourteen  persons  were  admitted,  with 
the  prospect  of  renewal  on  the  failure  of  nine  lives.  Hiat  the  rule  con- 
fining the  fine  to  the  double  value  did  not  apply  where  joint-tenants  are 
admitted,  or  where  other  circumstances  unfavourable  to  the  lord  intervened ; 
Xinff  V.  DUHngton  (1  Frcem,  K,  B.  and  C.  P.  496.)«  That  the  present  case  ' 
was  one  of  great  hardship ;  for,  in  the  case  of  a  renewable  trust,  there  would 
be  no  fines  on  descent,  demise,  sale,  settlement,  mortgage,  &c. ;  and  a 
full  fine  could  never  be  taken,  if  the  trust  was  kept  filled.  That  this  was 
copyhold  of  inheritance,  and  not  for  lives,  which  was  an  important  dis- 
tinction. That  the  lord,  instead  of  reaping  advantage  from  the  failure  of 
all  the  tenants  as  in  other  cases,  was  here  bound  by  the  decree  to  renew 
the  trust,  and  was  thereby  deprived  of  valuable  casualties.  That  the 
original  grant  and  decree  reserved  to  him  his  **  reasonable  '*  fine,  and  all 
*<  services  due  and  accustomed,'*  and,  therefore,  was  not  intended  to 
prejudice  his  rights.  [R,  F.  Bichardt.  It  is  a  question  whether  any  fine 
can  be  taken  undec  such  circumstances,  without  a  special  custom.] 

Upon  the  argument,  Tindal  C.  J.  and  Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B.  intimated 
a  strong  opinion  that,  in  assessing  a  reasonable  fine,  some  deduction  should 
be  made  in  consideration  that  the  renewal  fine  would  be  due  on  the 
failure^  not  of  nine  lives  absolutely,  but  of  nine  of  the  worst  lives  out  of 
fourteen.  They  further  thought  that  the  lord  was  not  entitled  to  any  in- 
crease in  the  fine  by  reason  of  any  hardship  or  disadvantage  occasioned  by 
the  terms  of  the  decree  to  which  he  was  a  voluntary  party.  But  the 
Court  strongly  urged  the  parties  to  refer  the  amount  of  the  fine  to  a 
Master  in  Chancery. 

On  29th  Mt^  following  (until  which  day  the  case  stood  over  for  the 
parties  to  agree),  Timoal  C.  J.  said,  —  We  decide  against  the  application 
of  the  rule  Liid  down  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  We  think  it  does 
not  apply  under  the  circumstances.  There  must  be  a  venire  de  novo. 
Lord  LTMnBUBST.   It  is  a  very  plain  case. 

Venire  de  novo  awafded* 
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rednesdoy,      The  QuEEN  ogoinst  The  Lord  and  Steward  of 
^^  ^^  the  Manor  of  Old  Hall. 


to  Itf'ANDAMUS,  tested  12th  June^  1st  Victoria^  to  the 

steward  of  the  lofd  and  Steward  of  the  manor  of  Old  Hallj  in 

redted  that,  East  BerghoUf  in  Suffolk.    The  inducement  recited  that, 

oourthoiden  ^^  ^  court  duIy  holdcn  for  the  said  manor,  before  the^ 

^^^^^^  said  Steward,  on  or  about  29th  May  18S5,  a  certain 

a  plaint,  in  Uie  plaint,  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  riffht  patent  at  common 

natureofawnt   ^        ^  o       «^  . 

of  right,  accord,  law,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  wherein 

ing  to  the  cus- 

torn  &c,  was  TAomos  Blundell  was  the  demandant,  and  Nathaniel 
■tewaid,  re-  Ten^deman  and  Robert  Maitland  were  the  tenants,  was 
Md11iroQ^"in  presented  to  the  steward  on  behalf  of  the  said  T.  JB., 
S^Ta  coun  ^^  ^°^  ^^^  claiming  to  be  entitled,  as  customary  heir 
^^^^d^*^  of  Shadrach  BUmdeU^  deceased,  to  certain  copyhold 
mandant  and     property  in  Ea^  Bergholt  in  the  said  county,  holden  of 

tenant  ap- 
peared, but  that  the  said  manor,  And  that  the  said  plaint  was  then  and 

Aued  to  pro-     there  received  by  the  steward,  and  duly  enrolled  in  the 

ceed  upon  the 

plaint;  and  the  mandamus  commanded  the  lord  and  the  steward  to  proceed  on  the  said 

plaint. 

Return,  that  at  the  court  of  August  the  tenant  objected  to  the  making  the  plaint,  as 
erroneous  and  irregular  on  two  grounds ;  whereupon  it  was  considered  and  ordered  by  the 
Court  that,  for  those  errors,  the  plaint  and  proceedings  should  be  set  aside,  reversed,  annulled, 
and  altogether  held  for  nothing ;  and  that  the  Court  would  take  no  further  cognizance 
thereof;  and  thereupon  the  plaint  and  proceedings  were  set  aside  &c. ;  that,  notwithstand- 
ing,  a  court  was  holdeo,in  obedience  to  the  mandsmus,  in  the  October  following  the  issuing  of 
the  mandamus,  whereat  the  tenant  contended  that,  for  the  former  objections  and  another,  the 
plaint  presented  in  Mt^  was  erroneous  and  irregular ;  and,  upon  those  grounds,  and  because 
of  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  jiugutt,  he  prayed  that  the  plaint  might  be  held  for  nothing,' 
and  that  the  court  would  take  no  further  cognizance  thereof;  whereupon  it  appeared  to 
the  court  that  there  was  error  in  the  plaint  and  proceedings,  and  that  the  court  ought  not 
to  take  cognizance  or  proceed  thereon;  and  it  was  considered; and  adjudged  that  the 
plaint  and  proceedings  were  rightly  set  aside  at  the  court  of  August,  and  that  the  court 
ought  not  to  take  further  cognisance  thereof. 

Upon  objection  that  the  return  was  contradictory  and  repugnant,  as  shewing  that  the 
court  proceeded  in  October  upon  a  plaint  already  aimulled,  and  that  there  was  no  judg- 
ment set  forth. 

Held,  that  the  return  was  good,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  contradiction,  and  the  court 
appeared  to  hare  adijudfled ;  and  this  court,  upon  the  present  proceeding,  could  not  enquire 
whether  or  not  the  ad^juoication  was  erroneous  or  informal. 

court 
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eonrt  rolls  of  the  manor;  and  N.  71  and  B.  M,,  the       1839. 
tenants  of  the  plunt,   were  thereupon  summoned  to       "" 
appear  at  the  then  next  general  customary  court  baron       againti 
of  the  manor,  to  be  holden  on  5th  August  then  next,  to  of  the  Manor  of 
answer  the  said  T.  A  in  such  ptamt,  according  to  the    ^^  ^"• 
custom  &c«;  that,  at  the  general  customary  court  baron 
holden  for  the  said  manor  before  the  steward,  on  this  said 
5th  August  18S5,  one  John  Penory  Hume,  in  pursuance 
of  a  warrant  or  power  of  attorney,  duly  executed  by  the 
said   T.  B.  under  his  hand  and  seal,  duly  attested, 
authorising  the  said  J.  P.  H.  to  appear  for  the  said  T.  B. 
as  his  attorney  in  the  said  plaint,  theretofore  duly  entered 
on  the  rolls  of  the  manor,  then  and  there  appeared  on 
behalf  of  the  said  T.  B. ;  and  the  said  N.  T.  then  aftd 
there  appeared  by  W*  H^  his  attorney  duly  authorised 
in  that  behalf;  and  the  said  22.  M  then  and  there  also 
appeared  in  his  proper  person ;  whereupon  the  steward, 
according  to  the  custom  &c.,  ought  immediately  to 
have  proceeded  upon  the  plaint ;  and  the  said  J.  P.  if., 
on  behalf  of  the  said  T.  J3.,  then  and  there  demanded 
of  the  steward  to  proceed  thereon,  according  to  the 
custom  &c,  but  that  the  steward  then  and  there  wholly 
refused  to  proceed  upon  the  plaint,  nor  had  at  any  time 
since  proceeded  therein,  although  application  had  often- 
times been  made  to  him,  on  behalf  of  the  said  T.  B^  so 
to  do;  in  contempt  &c.    The  writ  then  commanded 
the  lord  and  steward,  and  each  of  them,  that  imme- 
diately after  the  receipt  of  the  writ  they  should  proceed 
upon  the  said  plaint  so  presented^  8fc.<,  on  the  said  29th 
Mmf  1895  as  aforesaid,  and  that  they  and  each  of  them 
should  do  erery  act  necessary  to  be  done  by  them,  or- 
either  of  them,  in  order  to  enable  the  said  T.  B.  to 

S  4  prosecute 
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18S9.       prosecute  the  said  plaint;  or  that  they  should  shew 

"~  cause  &c 

TheQcrnii 

agflmd  Return  (dated  2d  Naoember^  1st  Victoria)^  that,  at  the 

The  Lord 

oftbeMttioror  court  holden  for  the  said  manor  on  5th  August  1835» 
as  in  the  writ  mentioned,  and  on  the  appearance  thereat 
of  T.  B^  N.  T^9  and  R.  M.  respectively,  as  in  the  writ 
mentioned,  N.  T.  and  R*  M.  said  that,  in  the  making 
of  the  plaint  in  the  manner  in  the  writ  mentioned,  and 
in  the  proceedings  thereon,  there  was  an  error  Imd 
irregularity  in  this,  to  wit  that  71  B.  should  have 
entered  the  plaint  in  person,  and  not  by  attorney ;  and 
that  there  was  also  an  error  and  irregularity  in  this,  to 
wit  that  there  was  no  warrant  of  attorney,  by  deed  or 
otherwise,  to  warrant  the  said  J.  P.  H.  to  be  attorney 
for  the  said  T.  B.  in  entering  the  plaint;  and  tlie  said 
N.  T.  and  JR.  M.  thereupon  prayed  that  the  plaint  apd 
proceedings  aforesaid,  for  the  errors  and  irregularities 
aforesaid,  and  other  errors  in  the  pleadings  aforesaid, 
might  ^be  set  aside,  reversed,  annulled,  and  held  alto* 
gether  for  nothing ;  and  that  the  said  court  would  take 
no  further  cognizance  of  the  plaint  Whereupon,  the 
matters  aforesaid  so  aU^d  by  the  said  ^.  T.  and 
iZ.  M.  for  error  being  seen,  and  by  the  said  court 
understood,  and  deliberation  being  thereupon  had,  it 
appeared  to  the  court  that,  in  the  entering  of  the  plaint, 
and  in  the  proceedings  aforesaid,  there  was  manifest 
error;  therefore  it  was  considered  and  ordei*ed  by  the 
court  there  that,  for  the  errors  aforesaid,  thejdaint  and 
proceedings  should  be  set  aside^  reversed^  anttuUed^  and 
altt^ether  held  Jar  nothings  and  that  the  court  there 
would  take  no  Jiirther  ct^izance  of  the  plaint  and  pro^ 
ceedingSf  &c. :   and  thereupon  accordingly  the^  plaint 

and 
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and  proceedings  were  by  the  said  court  see  aside^  re*       18S9* 
versedj .  annulled^  and  aliqgether  held  far  nothing  ;  and 
that,  notwithstanding  the  proceedings  had  on  the  plaint. 


The  QoEXK 
ttgamsi 

and  the  said  order  and  judgment  of  the  court,  a  general  oTUieMmnorof 
customary  court  baron  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  was  ^^  ^'^ 
holden  in  and  for  the  same  manor,  before  the  said 
steward  of  the  manor,  in  obedience  to  the  writ  of  man- 
damus, on  24th  Odober  1838,  and  the  homage  sworn 
werd  J.  K,  and  R.  P.  s  and,  at  the  same  court,  on  that 
day,  came  the  said  7*.  J3.  by  his  said  alleged  attorney,  in 
the  said  writ  mentioned ;  and  thereupon  also  the  said 
N.  T.  came  by  his  attorney  in  the  said  writ  mentioned, 
against  the  said  T.  B.j  in  the  plea  of  land  in  the  said 
writ  mentioned;  and  the  said  R.  M.  also  came  in  his 
own  proper  person  against  the  said  T.  B.  in  that  plea : 
and  the  said  N,  T.  and  12.  M.  said  that  the  said  court 
ought  not  further  to  take  cognizance  of,  or  proceed 
upon,  the  plaint  in  the  said  writ  mentioned.  First, 
because  they  said  that,  in  making  of  the  plaint,  and  in 
the  proceedings  aforesaid,  there  was  an  error  and  irre- 
gularity in  this,  to  wit  that  the  said  Thomas  BhmdeU 
was  not,  at  the  time  of  the  entering  of  the  plaint,  or  the 
receipt  thereof  by  the  steward,  or  the  enrolment  thereof 
as  in  the  said  writ  of  mandamus  mentioned,  nor  was  he 
then,  a  tenant  of  the  manor,  nor  had  he  ever  been  ad- 
mitted on  the  court  rolls  of  the  manor  as  tenant  to  the 
lord ;  and  that  that  fact  had  been  first  discovered  and 
ascertained  by  the  said-  JV.  7.  and  JZ.  M,  since  the 
holding  of  the  court  on  5th  August ;  that  there  was  also, 
as  they  bad  before  alleged  at  the  said  court  holden  on 
5th  August  1835,  &c.  (repeating,  secondly,  and  thirdly, 
the  objections  urged  at  the  former  court) ;  and,  fourthly, 
because  it  was  considered  and  adjudged  by  the  said 

court. 
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1889.       coarti  so  holden  on  5th  August  18S5,  that  the  phiint  and 

^  ^  proceedmgs  under  the  same  should  be,  and  the  same 

The  Qvim 
itfoMMi       were  then^  by  the  said  court,  set  aside,  reversed,  an- 

ofthe  Manor  of  nulled,  and  altogether  held  for  nothing,  and  the  said 
^  ^^  court  then  considered  and  adjudged  that  they  could 
take  no  further  cognizance  of  the  said  plaint  and  pro- 
ceedings ;  and  the  said  N.  T.  and  R.  M.  prayed  that 
the  plaint  and  proceedings  aforesaid,  for  the  errors  and 
irrqriilarities,  and  reasons  aforesaid,  and  other  errors  in 
the  proceedings  aforesaid,  might  be  held  altogether  for 
nothing,  and  that  the  said  court  would  not  take  further 
cognizance  of  the  said  plaint  and  proceedings,  or  fiirther 
proceed  therein.  Whereupon,  the  matters  aforesaid 
above  alleged  by  JV.  T.  and  JR.  M.  being  seen,  and  by 
the  said  court,  so  held  on  24th  October  1858,  under- 
stood, and  deliberation  being  thereupon  had,  ii  appeared 
to  that  said  court  that  in  the  making  of  the  plaint 
aforesaid,  and  in  the  proceedings  aforesaid,  there  was 
manifest  error,  and  also  that  the  court  aught  not  to  take 
Jvrther  cognizance  of  the  plaint  and  proceedings,  or  Jitr" 
ther  proceed  therein.  Therefore  it  was  considered  and 
adjudged^  by  the  court  so  held  on  S4th  October  1888, 
that,  for  the  errors  aforesaid,  firstly,  secondly,  and 
thirdly  above  alleged,  the  plaint  and  proceedings  afbre^ 
said  were  rightly  set  aside^  reversed,  annulled^  and  held 
for  nothing  at  the  court  so  held  on  5th  August  18S5,  as 
aforesaid ;  and  it  was  also  considered  and  adjudged  by 
the  court  that,  for  the  errors  and  reasons  aforesaid, 
they  ought  not  and  could  not,  according  to  law  and  the 
practice  of  the  said  -court  baron^  take  further  cognizance 
of  the  said  plaint  and  proceedings^  or  further  proceed 
therein.  Wherefore,  for  the  reasons  above  alleged, 
the  lord  and  steward  could  not,  nor  could  either  of  them, 

proceed 
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proceed  upon  the  said  plaint,  as  by  the  said  writ  they        1859. 
were  commanded.  ■ 

The  QtfkiN 

against 

Stephen  Seijt  now  moved  (on  concilium)  that  the  re-  ofthe.Manoror 
turn  might  be  quashed  and  a  peremptory  mandamus  ^''^^^^^' 
awarded.  First,  the  return  is  repugnant  and  contra- 
dictory. The  writ  commands  the  lord  and  steward  to 
proceed  upon  the  plaint,  or  to  shew  cause  for  not  doing 
so.  The  return  sets  forth,  apparently,  a  cause  for  the 
Cknirt  not  proceeding,  yet  states  that  the  Court  did 
proceed.  If  the  plea,  in  the  first  instance,  was  rightly 
'*  altogether  held  for  nothing/'  the  return  is  contra- 
dictory in  stating  that  the  Court  afterwards  gave  judg- 
ment upon  it.  This  objection  is  not  answered  by  say- 
ing that  the  allegation  as  to  the  proceedings  subsequent 
to  the  writ  of  mandamus  is  redundant :  the  defendants 
ought  not  to  embarrass  the  record  by  matter  which 
makes  it  impossible  for  the  prosecutor  to  plead,  or  to  ' 
know  what  it  is  that  he  has  to  answer.  In  Begina  v. 
Men/OTs  Sfc.  of  Norwich  (a)  the  mandamus  was  to  admit 
one  Dutichf  an  alderman;  the  return  alleged  that  he 
was  elected  alderman,  but  that  the  mayor  and  aldermen 
(haying  power  so  to  do,  as  shewn  in  the  return)  refused 
him  for  not  having  received  the  sacrament  within  a  year 
before  his  election ;  and,  at  the  end  of  the  return,  it  was 
averred  quod  nonjmt  electus.  It  was  admitted  that, 
upon  the  matter  shewn,  the  electioa  was  void,  and  that 
the  return,  if  confined  to  that,  would  have  been  good. 
^  But  in  regard  the  return  was  repugnant  and  con- 
tradictory, the  Court  granted  a  perenlptory  mandamus. 
The  Chief  Justice  said,  the  Court  could  not  believe  them, 
when,  by  their  return,  first  they  admit  an  election  and 

(a)  2L(L  Baxfm.\2AA. 

avoid 
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16S9.       avoid  it,  and  then  deny  that  Dttnck  was  elected/*    And 

Powell  J.  said,  "  If  the  return  be  not  contradictory,  it 

agaifut  is  Very  inveigling;  the  Court  cannot  tell  what  to  rely 
»  of  the  Manor  of  upou."  And,  upou  Pooys  J.  doubtiug  whether,  since  it 
appeared  that  the  election  was  void,  a  peremptory  man- 
damus could  be  granted,  **  the  Chief  Justice  said  it  did 
not  appear ;  for  the  Court  could  not  tell  what  to  believe, 
when  the  return  was  contradictory  to  itself."  The 
Court  awarded  a  peremptory  mandamus.  This  case 
was  cited  in  Bex  v.  The  Mayor  of  London  (a) ;  and  the 
Court  there  said,  ^'-It  was  contended  that  the  return 
was  inconsistent :  if  we  were  of  that  opinion,  then  the 
return  ought  to  be  quashed." 

Secondly  (&),  it  was  not  necessary,  at  any  rate  so  far 
as  regarded  this  suit,  that  the  prosecutor  should  have 
been  admitted  tenant.  As  to  this,  he  cited  Co.  Comp. 
Cop.  S.41.  (p.  94. ;  ed.  1764.) ;  Cdlthorp's  Beadings^  63. 
(ed.  1685.)  (c);  Gilbert  on  Tenures,  282,  28S;  1  RcA. 
Abr.  505.  Copyhdd,  (X.),  (Y.);  Gyppyn  v.  Bunneff{d)\ 
Yearb.  Tr.  38..  Ed.  3.,  fol.  IS.  A,  B.  {e). 

Thirdly,  the  prosecutor  might  appear  by  attorney. 
As  to  this,  he  cited  the  statute  of  Westminster  Hxe  second, 
1  Stat.  13  Ed.  1.  c.  10.; .  Com.  Dig.  Attorney,  (B5.); 
Jaccffs  Comp.  Court  Keeper,  210,  227.  (8th  ed.) ;  Prac 
tice  of  Courts  Leet,  and  Courts  Baron:  publishedfrom  the 
Manuscripts  of  Sir  William  Scroggs,  196.  (4th  ed.) ;  Co. 
Comp.  Cop.  s.  35.  (p.  80. ;  ed.  1764.) ;  Kitchin  on  Courts 

(a)  9  J?.  *  c.  1. 

(6)  The  judgment  of  tbe  Court  renders  it  unnecessary  to  gi?e  the  ar- 
guments, at  length,  upon  any  besides  tbe  first  objection. 

(c)  <*  Tbe  relation  betweene  the  lord  of  a  mannor  and  the  copyholder 
his  tenant.*' 

(rf)  Cro.  EUx,  504. 

(e)   On  this  point,  LUUedtUeJ,  referred  to  1  Scriv.  Cop.  376.  (Sd  ed.). 

Lett, 
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Leetj  4rc.9  511,  512.  (5th  ed.) ;  Fitzherb.  Nat.  Breo.  11  N.,        1839. 
26  D. ;  and  he  stated  that  ia  AnseU  v.  AngeU  la)  both        

^  •»       V   /  The  QoKiK 

parties  appeared  by  attorney.  against 

Fourthly,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  warrant  of  ofthe  Manor  of 
attorney  should  be  entered.    As  to  this,  he  cited  Yearb.     ^'*°  ^^'^ 
Pasch.  4iEd.4f.  foLlSA.  pi.  21.;  Ctrni.  Dig.  Attorney^ 
(B  8.) ;  HdJb  C.  J.  in  an  Anonymom  (£)  case ;  S  Vin. 
Mr.  295.,  Jttometfi  {h). 

CressxeU  contra.  First,  the  grounds  alleged  are  not 
repugnant,  as  in  Rex  v.  Mcn/o?'^  Sfc.^  of  Norwich  (c) ;  the 
whole  may  be,  and  in  fact  is,  true :  and  therefore  the 
reason  given  for  quashing  the  return  in  that  case^  that 
the  Court  could  not  tell  what  to  believe^  does  not  apply 
here,  since  the  CSourt  may,  and  on  this  return  must, 
believe  the  whole.  It  would  be  otherwise  if  the  return 
were  contradictory,  as  the  Court  said  in  Rex  v.  The 
Mayor  of  London  (d).  But,  as  appears  by  the  subse- 
quent proceedings  in  Rex  v.  The  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of 
London  {e)3  any  number  of  consistent  causes  may  be 
returned;  and,  if  any  one  constitute  a  good  answer, 
there  will  be  no  peremptory  [mandamus.  Now  here 
the  Court  below,  having  already  held  the  plaint  to  be 
merely  null,  met,  in  obedience  to  the  writ  of  mandamus, 
and,  upon  deUberation,  found  themselves  compelled  to 
abide  by  their  former  holding.  The  plaint  being  at  an 
end,  they  could  not  proceed,  as  is  indeed  argued  on  the 
other  side.  This  they  set  out  substantially;  and  there 
is  no  repugnancy  in  form  or  fact.  Supposing  the  Court 
to  have  decided  erroneously,  that  is  no  ground  for 
quashmg  the  return ;  they  might  simply  have  returned 

(a)  S  Bing.  393,  397.  (6)  1  Saik.  86.  (pi.  S.}* 

(c)  S  Ld.  Ra^m.  1244.  ((/)  9  J9.  j*  C.  1. 

(e)  S£.4;M.  ^55.  ^See  pp.  371,  273. : 

that 
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16S9.       thst  they  had  proceeded.     In  Rex  y*  Richardson  {a)  a 

mandamus  went  to  two  justices  to  proceed  and  give 

agamd       judgment  in  a  complaint ;  they  returned  that  they  had 

The  liOnl 

of  the  Manor  of  heard  and  determined  the  complaint;  and  the  return 
was  allowed.  So  in  Rex  v.  The  Justices  cf  the  West 
Riding  of  Yorkshire  (b\  where  the  writ  commanded  the 
defendants  to  give  judgment,  and  they  returned  a  judg- 
ment which,  it  was  contended,  was  imperfect,  the  &>urt 
allowed  the  return,  saying  that,  even  if  the  judgment 
below  was  erroneous,  that  was  not  the  proper  mode  of 
correcting  the  error,  but  that  the  prosecutor  must  bring 
a  writ  of  error.  Here,  if  a  peremptory  mandamus  were 
to  issue^  the  defendants  have  not  the  means  of  obeying 
it^  judgment  having  been  already  given. 

(He  then  argued  the  other  points;  citing,  on  the 
second.  Doe  dem.  Tofield  v.  ToJield{c).) 

Stephen  Seijt,  in  reply.  The  decision  in  Rex  v. 
Mayor^  4^c.j  of  Norwich  {d)  does  not  proceed  on  so 
narrow  a  ground  as  that  suggested  on  the  other  side : 
the  Court  there  appear  to  have  considered  that  the 
different  ways  of  stating  the  legal  result  made  it  im- 
possible for  them  to  see  on  what  the  defendants  meant 
to  rely.  And,  although  they  say  that  a  peremptory 
mandamus  must  go  where  the  Court  cannot  tell .  what 
they  are  to  believe,  they  do  not  say  that  it  shall  not  go 
in  any  case  where  they  do  know  what  to  believe.  But, 
further,  in  the  present  case  the  Court  cannot  know 
whether  the  suit  was  at  an  end  on  the  5th  of  August  or 
not  If  the  return  were  simply  as  in  Rex  v.  Richard^ 
son  (a)   and  Rex  v.  Tfie  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  of 

(a)  1  mii.  21.  (6)  7  T.  R.  467. 

(c}  U  Eatt,  2A6.  {d)  3  Ld.  Rp^fm.  1S44. 

Yorkshire 
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YoriMre  {a)f  the  objection  would  not  arise:  for  in       1889. 

thoae  cases  there  was  a  substantiye  jadffment  set  oat  as       ~~~ 

The  Qunir 
the  sole  answer  to  the  writ ;  so  that  there  was  a  remedy        agakut 

by  the  regular  method  of  correcting  the  judgment,  oftiw  Manor  of 

Here  the  words  <*  considered  and  adjudged"  are  not       ^    ^"* 

enough  to  make  a  regular  judgment :  there  should  be  a 

judgment  that  the  demandant  take  nothing  and  the 

tenant  go  quit. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  first  objection  to  this  re* 
turn  isi  that  it  is  repugnant  and  contradictory.  I  cannot 
see  that  it  is  so.  Upon  the  mere  reading  of  the  return^ 
it  is  dear  that  the  Court  intended  to  pronounce  a  judg^ 
ment ;  and  what  they  pronounced  was  a  judgment.  It 
is,  however,  said  that  the  plaint  was  reviyed.  But  the 
prosecutor  cannot  complain  of  the  question  having  been 
again  entertained  upon  his  own  demand.  The  defend- 
ants might,  indeed,  have  returned  that  they  had  already  ^ 
heard :  butt  if  they  choose  to  hear  again  and  confirm 
what  they  did  before,  that  introduces  no  contradiction; 
and  the  case  does  not  fall  within  Bex  v.  Jfoyor,  4*^,  ^ 
.  Norwich  (£)•  Then  what  more  has  this  Court  ta  do  ? 
The  defendants  say  that  they  have  done  what  we  require 
them  to  do:  and  the  question,  whether  or  not  what  they 
have  dpne  be  erroneous,  cannot  be  entered  into  in  this 
proceeding.  We  cannot  tell  that,  if  they  were  ordered 
to  act  again,they  would  not  act  as  before.  We  do  not 
sit  hete  as  a  court  of  error.  The  return  is  therefore,  in 
my  opinion,  perfectly  good. 

LiiTTLsnAU  J.    I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  return 
is  sufficient    As  to  the  question  of  repugnancy,  I  think 

(a)  7  7.  lU  4S7.  (ft)  8  Ld  ifoym.  1944. 

it 
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18S9.  it  is  as  plain  as  possible.  A  proceeding  takes  place  in 
August  1835,  when  an  objection  is  made  to  the  pro- 

offmui  secutor^s  suit,  which  the  manor  court  hold  to  be  valid, 
of  the  Manor  of  Then  the  prosecutor  comes   here  for  a  mandamus, 

^  ^^^  directing  the  manor  court  to  proceed.  In  obedience  to 
the  miindamus,  a  manor  court  is  held  in  October.  'Sow 
that  proceeding  could  not  be  like  entertaining  a  plaint 
de  novo ;  for  they  are  commanded  to  proceed  on  the 
original  plaint.  Several  objections  are  taken  in  the 
manor  court;  and  that  court,  on  the  old  and  new  ob- 
jections, confirm  what  they  had  before  done,  and  say 
that  they  can  proceed  no  farther.  The  defendants, 
therefore,  have  held  a  Court,  have  heard  the  parties, 
and  have  given  judgment  What  is  this  Court  to  do  ? 
The  defendants  have  not  refused,  but  have  obeyed  by 
hearing  and  adjudging.  I  say  nothing  of  the  way  in 
which  the  judgment  is  entered  up ;  we  have  nothing  to 
do  with  that  If  it  be  erroneous,  there  may  be  some 
equitable  or  other  remedy.  Nor  do  I  decide  on  the 
answer  given  here  to  the  objections.  We  have  nothing 
to  do  with  them  now :  it  is  sufficient  that  the  manor 
court  has  adjudicated. 

Patteson  J.  I  have  no  difficulty  in  understanding 
this  return ;  and  I  see  neither  repugnancy  nor  contra- 
diction in  it  It  states  the  determination  which  the 
manor  court  came  to  upon  attempting  to  continue  tlie 
proceedings.  What  they  mean  I  can  understand; 
though  I  have  more  difficulty  in  understanding  the  pro- 
ceedings themselves.  I  do  not  know  whether  there  was 
a  plea  or  an  assignment  of  errors :  but  it  is  clear  that 
what  was  done  was  meant  for  a  judgment  That  may 
be  bad  in  form  and  substance:  but  we  are  not  a  court 

of 
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of  error;  nor,  if  we  were,  do  I  know  that  we  could        18S9. 
quash  the  judgment  in  this  proceeding.  

againtt 

WiLUAMS  J.    It  is  suggested  that  there  is  a  repug-  oftheMuiorof 


Old  Halu 


nancy  in  the  return,  because  it  shews  that,  the  proceed- 
ings having  been  received,  the  manor  court  came  to  the 
same  judgment  as  before.  But  the  mandamus  called  on 
them  to  revive  the  proceeding;  and  they  have  come  to 
a  determination  which  they  think  final.  Whether  that 
be  formal  or  informal  I  do  not  say ;  neither  is  it  ma- 
terial. My  brother  Stephen  appears  to  admit  that,  if 
the  return  shew  an  actual  judgment,  it  is  enough :  which 
indeed  appears  from  Bex  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West 
Biding  of  Yorkshire  (a)  and  Bex  v.  Bichardson  (6). 

Return  confirmed. 

(a)  7  7.  J2.467.  (6)  1  WUuSLU 


The  Queen  against  The  Guardians  of  the  Poor  ^"^^ 
of  the  Wallingford  Union,  in  the  Counties 
of  Berks  and  Oxford. 

r^N  appeal  against  a  poor  rate,  made  4th  January  Tiie  guardiaos 
1838,  whereby  the  appellants  were  rated  in  the  formed  under 
respondent  parish  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  the  sessions  5  ir.  4.  c.  76. 
confirmed  the  rate,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  pK«hend?ng  the 
on  the  following  case.  '       Sdllf* 

On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  it  was  proved  that  the  ^"^*  ^^'^" 
respondent  parish  and  twenty-eight  other  parishes  to-  for  the  em- 
gether  form  one  union  (pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  poor,  under 

BtEt.  4&  5  W^9  4« 
c.  76.  t.  S3. 
Held,  thftt  the  guardums  were  cateia>le  in  the  periah  of  2f.,  as  occupiers  of  the  work- 


Tliough  it  was  built  on  land  which,  fhnn  the  nattirt  cf  the  fonner  occupation,  had  not 
prrvioualy  been  rated. 

Vol.  X.  T  stat 
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1889.  Stat  4  &  5  7F.  4.  c.  76.),  called  the  WaUingfird  Union, 
formed  by  the  Poor  Law  Commissioneni  on  8d  Jwu 
1835 ;  and  that  the  appellants  are  the  guardians  thereof 
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Union.        elected  pursuant  to  the  said  statute. 

That  the  property,  in  respect  of  which  they  are  sought 
to  be  rated,  consists  of  the  union  workhouse  of  the  swd 
union,  with  its  appurtenances,  together  with  two  acres 
of  ground,  used  as  a  garden  to  the  workhouse,  and  ad- 
joining the  same^  but  not  being  a  distinct  proper^. 

That,  previously  to  the  formation  of  the  union,  the 
respondent  parish,  together  with  the  parishes  of  St.  PeUr 
and  St.Leonardj  in  the  borough  of  Watting/brdf  were 
jointly  possessed  of  a  workhouse  for  the  reception  of  the 
paupers  of  the  said  three  united  parishes,  on  the  site  of 
which  the  said  union  workhouse  has  been  erected  in 
manner  hereinafter  mentioned.  That,  after  the  form- 
ation of  the  Waliingford  Union,  the  old  union  of  the 
said  three  united  parishes  was  declared  void  by  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners;  and  the  old  workhouse,  belong- 
ing to  the  three  united  parishes,  was,  with  the  concur- 
rence of  the  Poor  Law  Ciommissioners,  and  in  pursu- 
ance of  Stat  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76.,  and  of  stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4. 
c.  69.  (^*  to  iSMnlitate  the  conveyance  of  workhouses  and 
other  proper^  of  parishes  and  of  incorporations  or 
unions  of  parishes  in  England  and  Wales  "),  sold  by  the 
visitor  and  guardians  of  the  said  three  united  parishes, 
and.  With  the  like  concurrence  of  the  commissioners, 
purchased  by,  and  conveyed  to,  the  guardians  of  the 
Wallingjbrd  Union.  That  a  piece  of  ground,  contain- 
ing about  two  acres,  adjacent  to  the  said  workhouse, 
was  also  purchased  by  the  guardians  for  the  sum  of 
190/.  10s.,  and  conveyed  to  them,  by  the  order  and 
direction  of  the  commissioners,  and  in  pursuance  of  the 

said 
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said  statates.    That  the  union  workhouse  waf  erected,        1839. 
partly  on  the  ground  belonging  to  the  old  workhouse, 
and  partly  on  a  portion  of  the  said  two  acres  of  ground, 
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by  the  guardians,  at  the  cost  of  5150/i,  including  the       UoUm. 

said  sum  of  190/.  lOf.,  under  the  like  order  and  direc- 
tions, and  With  the  approbation,  of  the  commbsioners* 
That  the  old  workhouse  was  not  rated  to  the  relief  of 
the  respondent  parish ;  but  that  the  said  two  acres  of 
land  were  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
parish  before  the  formation  of  the  union :  but  the  pro- 
dace  thereof  is  now  applied  to  the  maintenance  of  the 
pauper  inmates. 

That  the  union  workhouse  is  situate  in  the^respondent 
parish.  That  it  is  applied  solely  to  the  reception  and 
maintenance  of  the  poor  of  the  union,  including  therein 
as  well  poor  persons  &lling  sick  or  otherwise  becoming 
destitute  in  the  union,  although  not  setded  therein,  as 
the  settled  inhabitants  of  the  union. 

That,  in  addition  to  the  apartments  occupied  by  the 
poor  persons  received  into  the  union,  and  appropriated 
solely  to  their  use^  the  building  also  contains  apartments 
occupied  by  the  master  and  matron;  but  that  such 
apartments  are  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  union, 
to  carry  on  the  work  of  the  union,  and  to  superintend 
the  paupers  belonging  thereto. 

That  the  union  workhouse  also  contains  a  board- 
room, where  the  guardians  meet  once  in  every  week,  in 
order  to  transact  the  business  of  the  union,  and  which  is 
used  solely  for  that  purpose. 

That  the  union  workhouse  contains  a  mill  affixed  to 
the  freeliold,  whereat  the  pauper  inmates  are  employed 
to  grind  flour  for  hire;  but  that  only  four  men  can  work 
at  the  mill  at  the  same  time ;   and,  also,  that  all  the 

T  2  money 
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1839.        money  so  earned  is  solely  applied  in  discharge  of  the 
_  ordinary  expenses  of  the  workhouse,  and  the  munte* 

The  QotBK  "^         ^ 

agmnd       nance  of  the  paupers  therein. 

Union.  That  a  piece  of  garden  ground  is  attached  to'  the 

union  workhouse,  and  cultivated  by  the  paupers  who 
are  inmates  of  the  house ;  but  that  its  produce  is  con- 
sumed by  the  pauper  inmates  of  the  union  workhouse. 

That  the  names  of  the  occupiers  of  the  union  work- 
house are  described  in  the  said  rate  in  these  words,  viz., 
Board  of  Guardians  of  Walling/ord  Union.  That  the 
name  of  the  owner  is  described  in  the  said  rate  in  these 
words,  viz.,  Pariskes  comprising  the  union.  That  the 
premises  intended  to  be  rated  are  described  in  the  said 
rate  in  these  words,  viz..  Union  XBorkhoustf  boardrroom^ 
officer^  apartments^  yard^  garden^  and  premises. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whe* 
ther  the  union  workhouse  and  premises,  or  any  of  them, 
were,  under  the  circumstances,  liable  to  be  rated  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor  in  the  respondent  parish  or  not. 
The  case  was  now  argued  {a). 

Talfourd  Seijt.,  Carrington,  Bros^  and  M.  Smith,  in 
support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  By  stat.  43  Eliz. 
c.  2.  s.  5.  churchwardens  and  overseers  are  empowered 
to  build,  within  their  own  parish,  houses  of  dwelling  for 
the  impotent  poor.  And  by  stat  9  G.  1.  c.  7.  s.  4.  they 
may  purchase  or  hire  houses  in  their  own  parish  for 
workhouses ;  or  parishes  may  unite  for  the  purpose,  in 
which  case  the  workhouse  need  not  be  in  any  of  the 
united  parishes ;  Bex  v.  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul,  in 
Bath  {b).  Neither  of  these  statutes  contains  any  pro- 
fa)  Before  Lord  Dcnman  C.  J.,  LUtiedaU,  Paiie$<m,  and  WilUamJs, 
(6)  CM.  SIS. 

vision 


IN  THE  Second  Year  of  VICTORIA.  26d 

ybion  with  respect  to  the  rates  of  such  houses.  Then  18S9. 
Stat  22  G.  3.  c.  83.  (Gilherfs  Act),  which  created  the  ' 
guardians  for  united  parishes,  and  (by  sect.  21)  incor-  ag^md 
porated  them,  enables  the  guardians  to  provide  houses ;  Union, 
and,  by  sect.  18,  it  is  enacted  that  the  houses  shall  be  in 
the  parish,  if  they  be  for  one  parish  only,  or,  if  they  be 
lor  several  united  parishes,  then  in  one  of  such  parishes,' 
unless  consent  to  a  different  arrangement  be  given  as 
there  provided :  and,  by  sect.  5,  no  united  parish  is  to  be 
more  than  ten  miles  from  the  house.  By  sect.  19,  *<  such 
houses,  buildings,  and  lands,  shall  be  free  from  all  paro- 
chial and  parliamentary  taxes,  except  such  taxes,  and  to 
such  amount,  as  they  were  assessed  at  the  time  they 
were  first  taken  and  applied  to  the  purposes"  of  the  act 
li^  therefore,  the  premises  in  question  in  the  present 
case  had  been  taken  by  parishes  united  under  stat  22 
G.  3.  c.  83.,  the  rate  would  have  been  merely  as  before 
the  taking.  Then,  by  stet  4  &:  5  ^.  4.  r.  76.  s.  26., 
unions  are  provided  for  on  a  larger  scale  and  for  ex- 
tended purposes.  The  twenty-third  and  following  sec- 
tions enable  the  commissioners,  under  certain  prescribed 
limitations,  to  direct  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  a 
parish  or  union  to  build,  purchase,  hire,  enlarge,  &c., 
workhouses,  without  any  restriction  as  to  place;  and 
sect  31  repeals  sect  5  of  stat  22  G.  3.  c.  83.,  and  sect  1 
of  stat  56  G.  3.  c.  129.,  which  imposed  such  restric- 
tions. Now  the  Court  will  not  interfere  with  the  discre- 
tion of  the  commissioners  in  this  respect;  Rex  v.  JTie 
Poor  Ixm  Commissioners^  In  the  matter  of  the  Newport 
Union  (a) :  and,  if  such  pr<>perty  were  not  rateable 
when  situated  out  of  the  parisH  for  which  it  was  taken, 

(a)  6^.  j-f.54. 

T  8  it  ' 
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18S0.  it  would  it  any  time  be  in  the  power  of  the  oommlmon- 
er8  to  exempt  property  from  rateability.  This  case 
mutt  be  governed  by  the  decision  in  Governors  of  the 


TlM  ^tf  tBV 


^  Unioa.  BritM  Poor  v.  JVati  (a).  There  the  occupation  was  as 
much  for  a  public  purpose  as  here.  The  objection  to 
the  rate  there  was  grounded  on  the  occupation  being  for 
a  public  purpose;  but  the  answer  given  was  that, 
wherever  it  was  attempted  to  exempt  property  from  its 
primft  lacie  liability  to  rate  on  account  of  its  being 
devoted  to  a  public  purpose,  it  was  necessary  to  show 
that  there  was  no  occupation  by  the  party  rated,  as 
where  the  crown,  by  its  servants,  occupies  merely  as  a 
trustee  for  the  public  of  the  whole  kingdom.  The 
mere  absence  of  profit  to  the  particular  party  does  not 
exempt  from  rate ;  Bex  v.  Si.  Giles^  York  (b).  The 
present  case  cannot  be  distinguished  from  Gooemors  of 
ike  Brisiol  Poor  v.  Wait  (a)  on  the  ground  that  the  pro- 
perty there  was  situated  without  the  parish  for  which  it 
was  taken,  but  here  is  within  the  union ;  that  rule,  as 
before  pointed  out,  would  enable  the  commissioners 
always  to  exempt  property  from  rateability.  But,  even 
if  that  distinction  were  important,  it  aflects  only  otie  of 
the  twenty-nine  parishes  of  the  union,  and  therefore 
goes  only  to  amount,  the  union  being  beneficial  occn- 
piers  in  respect  of  twenty-eight  parishes,  each  of  which, 
by  Stat  4  &  5  7F.  4.  f.  76.  $.  26.,  b  separately  charge- 
able for  its  own  poor.  The  respondent  parish  would  be 
unequally  rated,  if  a  part  of  the  property  within  it  were 
exempted  from  contributing  to  the  particular  parish  on 
the  ground  of  a  benefit  difiused  among  all  the  twenty- 
nine.     Stat  22  G.  3.  c.  8S.  s.  19.  recognises  the  general 

(a)  SA.  4-  E.  1.  (6)  SB.  ^  Ad.  573. 

liability 
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liabilitjr  to  rate  by  the  language  of  the  express  partial       1SS9* 
exemption.     The  occupation  here  is  not  for  a  public 
purpose  in  any  sense  in  which  the  occupation  of  a  rail- 
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road  or  dock  is  not  so.  Such  occupation  has  never  Union, 
been  held  to  create  an  exemption,  except  where  the 
freights  have  been  iqsplied  exclusively  to  a  specific 
public  purpose  by  express  parliamentary  provision ;  as 
in  Sex  v.  The  Commissioners  of  SaUer^s  Load  Sluiee  (a)» 
Bex  V.  Uuerpod  (b).  Rex  v.  7^  TVustees  of  the  Biver 
Weaver  Navigation  (c),  Rex  v.  The  Commissioners  far 
lighting  Beoerley  {d\  R^na  v.  The  Mayor  tfc.  qfldver* 
pool{e).  Occupation  exclusively  for  religious  or  charit- 
able  purposes  forms  a  distinct  ground  of  exemption; 
but  the  occupation  for  the  employment  of  the  poor  is 
not  a  charitable  purpose,  as  appears  from  Gaoemors  of 
the  Bristol  Poor  v.  Wait  (g). 

Sir  J.  Campbdlf  Attorney-General,  fV.  J.  Alexander^ 
and  li/nBohitij  contriU  The  hardship  upon  the  re- 
spondent parish,  if  any,  could  not  vary  the  law  ;  but,  in 
lact,  there  is  here  no  such  hardship,  the  workhouse 
never  having  been  previously  rated.  The  guardians 
here  are  not  inhabitants;  they  must  be  rated,  if  at  all, 
as  occupiers,  under  stat  43  JEUiz.  c.  2.  s»  1.,  the  union 
not  being  under  stat.  22  G.  8.  c.  83.  They  are  now  a 
corporation  by  stat  5  &,6  W.4.  c.  69.  s.  7*  The  cri- 
terion suggested  on  the  other  side,  of  application  of  the 
funds  under  statute,  will  not  account  for  all  the  cases, 
as  Lord  Amherst  v.  Lord  Sommers(h)  (recognised  by 
Lord  Ketyon  in  EckersaU  v.  Briggs  (i)  ),   Hol/brd  v. 

(a)  4  r.  R.  790.  (6)  7  J9.  4*  C.  61. 

(c)  7  A  4t  C.  7a  not.  (c).  (d)  6jI,^  M.  645. 

(tf)  9^.  4*  &4S5.     &  C.  1  P.  i  2).  334.  (g)  SA.  (  E.  1. 

(A)  8  r.  B.  37S.  (t)4T.JK.6.    Swp.9. 

T  4  Cqpeland^ 
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18S9.        Copdatid{a\  Rex  v.  Woodward  {b).     But  in  fact  the 
occupation  here  is  for  a  public  purpose ;  and  the  pro« 
agamst       pertj  is  used  exclusively  for  purposes  defined  by  statute, 
Union.        as  in  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side*    The  provisions 
of  Stat.  4  &  5  n^.  4.  c.  76.  control  the  purposes  to  which 
this  property  can  be  applied.     Sect.  15,  &c.,  give  to  the 
orders  of  the  commissioners  the  effect  of  laws;  and  by 
sect  21  of  those  orders  (c)  the  relief  to  be  given  to  the 
paupers  is  under  strict  regulations.     The  present  case 
is  not  like  that  of  a  hospital  established  or  supported  by 
voluntary  charity,  where  there  could  be  no  claim  of 
exemption  which  might  not  be  urged  by  any  person  who 
chose  to  devote  his  house  to  the  entertainment  of  persons 
in  want.     Thus  in  Rex  v.  St.  GileSj  York  {d)f  Rex  v. 
Agar  {e)f  and  Rex  v.  The  Mayorj  S^e.  of  York  (g),  the 
particular  application  of  the  funds  was  voluntary.     The 
cases  upon  occupation  for  public  purposes  were  ex- 
pressly recognised  in  Governors  of  the  Bristol  Poor  v. 
Wait  {h)f  and  they  have  lately  been  upheld  in  Regina 
v.  T^e  Mayorj  ^c.  of  Liverpool  (i).      The  rateability 
attaches,  as  was  said  in  Governors  of  the  Bristol  Poor 
▼•  Wait  {h)f  ^*  so  soon  as  any  independent  occupation 
for  private  advantage  is  discoverable.*'    That  was  the 
case  in  Eckersall  v.  Briggs  (k)  and  Rex  v.  Terrott  (/). 
Here  no  such  occupation  can  be  shewn.    With  respect 
to  Governors  of  the  Bristol  Poor  v.  Wait  (A),  if  that  case 
were  reconsidered,   it  might  be  urged  that  important 
points,  which  were  relied  upon  in  argument  by  the  un- 

(a)  SB^iP.  129.  (6)  5  T.  R.  79. 

(c)  See  jirdibold  an  the  Act  for  the  Amendment  [ef  the  Poor  Lawt» 
p.  179.  (5th  ed.). 

(d)  SB.  4;  Ad,  57S.  (0  14  Ea$i,  250. 
.    ig)  6  A.  ^  E.  419.                                         {h)SA.4;E.J. 

(i)  9A.4;  E.495.  (*)  4  T.  JL  6. 

(0  S  Eattf  506. 

successful 
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sttccessiiil  partyt  were  not  noticed  ia  the  judgment  of       1899. 
the  Court.    It  roavi  however,  be  distinguished  from  the       — ^ 

The  QvKBK 

present  The  application  of  the  property  to  the  em-  ^goMti 
ployment  of  the  poor  was  there  perfectly  voluntary ;  the  '^Unioo!*'^ 
governors  might  have  maintained  the  poor  in  any  other 
way.  Again,  the  Court  there  laid  great  stress  upon  a 
circumstance  which  does  not  exist  here,  namely,  that 
the  premises  were  not  in  the  parish  for  which  they  were 
taken.  Bex  v.  The  Commissioners  for  lighting  Bever^ 
ley  (a)  was  indeed  decided  partly  on  a  principle  which 
cannot  be  applied  here,  namely,  that  by  rating  the  pro- 
perty the  parish  would  lose  as  much  as  it  could  gain. 
But  that  circumstance  did  not  exist  in  Begina  v.  Tlie 
Mcnfor  Sfc.  of  Liverpool  {b)f  which  is  precisely  in  point, 
as  it  was  decided  on  the  ground  that  the  funds  were  dis- 
posed of  by  statute  for  public  purposes.  And,  in  that 
case,  the  Court  mentions  the  disturbance  of  the  propor- 
tions to  be  contributed  by  different  parishes  as  a  diffi- 
culty which  might  arise,  but  which  was  not  sufficient  to 
control  the  rule.  Besides,  cases  might  be  suggested 
where  the  rating  such  property  would  be  wholly  cir- 
cuitous, as,  if  no  other  parish  in  the  union  had  any 
paupers ;  and  it  must  always  be  circuitous  to  some  ex- 
tent. It  is  true  that  a  part  of  the  property  here  was 
rated  formerly.  That,  however,  is  not  a  circumstance 
which  can  impose  a  rateability  in  the  present  state  of 
the  property,  as  appears  from  Lord  ManffieltTB  judg^- 
ment  in  Bex  v.  Si.  Luke's  Hospital  (c),  and  from  Bex  v. 
Waldo  (d). 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  the  following  vacation  (June 
20th,  1859),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

(a)  eA.^B.  645.  {h)  9A.^E.  435. 

(c)  S  Bwr.  1064.  (d)  CM.  S58. 

The 
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18S9.  The  queidon  U|  whether  a  workhouses  situate  in  one 

of  many  parishes  which  have  been  formed  into  an 
union,  b  rateable,  in  the  hands  of  the  guardians,  towards 
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^uSwL^**  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  in  which  it  is. 

To  shew  that  it  is  not  so  rateable,  the  class  of  cases 
was  referred  to  in  which  the  Court  has  held  property 
exempt  from  rating,  by  reason  of  its  being  wholly  un^ 
productive  to  the  occupiers,  commencing  with  Bex  v. 
Commissioners  of  Salterns  Load  Sluice  (a),  and  ending 
with  the  late  decision  in  favour  of  the  Corporation  of 
Liverpool  (6).  The  great  leading  principle  of  these  cases 
we  take  to  be  this  :  that,  when  that  person  who  must  be 
deemed  the  actual  occupier  is  merely  a  trustee  for  others, 
and  is  prevented  by  the  law/rom  deriving  any  benefit 
whatever  from  the  occupation,  that  person  cannot  be 
considered  as  the  occupier  for  the  purpose  of  being 
rated ;  the  act  of  Elinabelh  plainly  supposing  both  con- 
trol over  the  property  and  the  power  of  enjoying  it 

Thus,  in  the  SaUer^s  Load  Sluice  case  (a),  where  tolls 
were  to  be  applied  for  the  several  purposes  of  the  act, 
and  for  no  other  whatever,  Lord  Kenyan  said,  *^  There 
is  property,  which  is  the  subject  of  a  rate :  but  no  occu- 
pier of  it"  The  Liverpool  case  (c)  may  be  considered  as 
the  same  with  that  just  cited,  which  it  expressly  follows; 
and  the  Weaver  Navigation  case  {d)  in  the  same  volume 
agrees  with  them  entirely :  Bex  v.  Sculcoates  (e)  fully 
acknowledges  the  principle,  on  which  also  we  lately  de- 
cided &x  V.  ne  Cdmmissioners  for  Lighting  Beverley  {g) 

(o)  4  T,  R.  7Sa 

(6)  Regina  y.  The'Mojfor  ^c.  of  Linerpooly  9  A,  ^  E,  435. 

(c)  Bex  T.  Liverpool,  7  B,  ff  C.  61. 

(d)  Bex  ▼.  The  Truttees  of  ike  Biver  Weaver  Ntnigatiofiy  1  B.  f;  C  70. 
note  (c). 

(e)  13  Battf  40.  (^)  €  A.  i;  E.  645. 

and 
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and  the  very  important  case  of  Rex  t.  The  Mayor  S^c.        1SS9. 
cf  Ldverpoolia).    Under  the  circumstances  which  ap-     _    _ 

•'  ^        ^    '  '^        The  Qirnw 

peared  on  all  these  occasions,  there  is  no  improprie^        agwut 

.         ,  , ,.  ,  ,  ,     Wallikqford 

m  saying  that  the  public  was  the  occupier,  made  such  Union. 
by  act  of  parliament,  and  receiving  by  the  same  authority 
all  the  profits  of  the  property ;  while  those  who  would 
otherwise  have  been  the  occupiers  are  in  the  situation 
of  public  servants,  receivers  and  managers  for  the  public 
benefit,  without  any  interest  of  their  own.  So  it  was 
argued  here.  The  workhouse  is  hired  by  the  guardians 
under  authority  of  the  late  statute  for  the  public  purpose 
of  maintaining  the  poor,  and  with  no  private  advantage 
to  the  occupiers.  But,  though  the  maintenance  of  the 
poor  be  a  public  purpose,  ^he  maintenance  of  the  poor 
of  this  particular  district  is  a  burden  on  that  district 
alone ;  the  occupation  is  not  beneficial  to  the  guardians 
individually;  but  the  most  advantageous  mode  of  re- 
lieving their  poor  is  an  advantage  to  that  body.  We 
decided  accordingly  in  Qooemors  of  the  Poor  of  Bristol 
V.  Wait  {b)  I  which  can  only  be  distinguished  from  the 
case  before  us  by  the  local  situation  of  this  property, 
which  is  within  one  of  the  parishes  composing  the  union. 
But  one  parish  is  not  more  a  separate  body  from  another 
than  the  parish  o(  Saint  Mary  the  More^  in  WaUivgford^ 
is  firoro  die  union  which  annexes  it  to  twenty-eight  other 
parishes. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  make  any  observation  on  the 
intermediate  cases  of  property  voluntarily  appropriated 
to  religions  and  charitable  purposes.  We  decide  on 
the  ground  that  this  property,  not  being  devoted  to  a 
public  purpose,  and  being  beneficially  occupied,  is 
subject  to  the  poor-rate. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 

{a)  9A.iE.  435.     S.  C.  1  P.  {•  JD.  S34.  (6)  S  J.  ^  £.  1. 
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wedfUiidM,,  The  QcjEEN  against  The  Inhabitants  of 

May  *i9th.  ^ 

Caverswall. 

AsetUement  O^  ^^  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal  from  the 
^dImI  under  parish  of  BuTsUm^  in  the  county  of  Stafford^  to  the 

by^rentiDg^aQd  P^^^h  of  CaversttxM  in  the  same  county,  the  sessions 

w!cupyinga  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this 


jointly  wiih       Court  upon  the  following  case. 

another  person.  *"  ^ 

It  was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  that 
the  pauper's  late  husband  was  settled  in  the  parish  of 
CaverswaUj  at  the  time  he  w^nt  to  reside  in  the  parish 
of  Burslem.    It  was  admitted' on  the  part  of  the  re- 
spondents that  the  said  husband,  during  the  years  1828, 
.1829,  1830,  1831,  rented,  bona  fide,  a  dwelling  house 
in  the  parish  of  Burdem  at  the  rent  of  7/.  a  year,  and 
occupied  and  paid  the  rent  and  poors'  rates  for  the  same 
during  the  whole  of  that  time  under  that  renting;  and 
that,  during  all  the  time  he  so  rented  and  occupied  the 
said  dwelling  house,  he  also  rented,  bon&  fide,  a  build- 
ing called  a  Pohoork^  or  some  other  building,  jointly 
with  one  E.  A.  in  the  same  parish,  from  another  land- 
lord^ at  the  rent  of  152.  a  year  and  upwards,  and  occu- 
pied the  same  jointly  with  the  said  E.  A.  under  such  rent- 
ing, and  paid  a  moiety,  at  least,  of  the  rent  and  poors' 
rates,  due  for  the  same,  during  the  whole  of  that  time. 

The  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  was, 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  the 
pauper's  husband,  and  from  him  the  pauper  herself^ 
had  acquired  a  settlement  in  the  parish  of  Burslem  under 
6  G.  4.  c.  57. 

F.  V.  Lee, 


IN  THE  Second  Year  op  VICTORIA.  271 

F.  V.  Lee^  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.     Sup-       1859. 
posing  that  two  tenements  in  the  same  parbh  may  be 
joined  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  settlement  within    ,J^^y. 
6  G.  4.  c.  57.,  as  to  which  Rex  v.  Iver  {a)  must  perhaps        ants  of 
be  regarded  as  decisive  (though  the  language  of  Taun^ 
ion  3.  in  Bex  t«  Macclesfield  (b)  points  the  other  way), 
still  there  is  no  authority  to  shew  that  an  occupation 
jointly  with  another  person  is  enough  to  satisfy  the 
words  of  the  statute.     The  expression,  **  separate  and 
distinct''  dwelling*house  or  building,   means  separate 
and  distinct  as  regards  other  persons ;  and  this  con- 
struction has  been  put  upon  it  by  Paiteson  and  WU' 
liams  3s.  in  Bex  v.  Woctton  {c)^  and  again  by  Paiteson  J. 
in  Bex  v.  Great  and  Little  Umorth  and  North  Bid" 
dick{d). 

Wiatdey^  contri.  That  the  tenements  may  be  united 
is  setded  by  Bex  v.  North  CoUingham  {e\  Bex  v.  Stam  (g), 
Bex  V.  Tadcaster  (A),  and  Bex  v.  Iver  (a).  As  to  the 
j(Mnt  occupancy,  the  dicta  of  Patteson  and  Williams  Js. 
in  the  cases  cited  were  not  necessary  tot  the  judgments 
given  in  them ;  nor  does  the  language  of  the  former 
strictly  apply  to  this  case.  Patteson  3.  there  seems  to 
refer  to  the  case  of  a  lodger  or  person  occupying  only 
part  of  a  house.  In  Bex  v.  Great  Wakering  (f )  a  joint 
renting  was  held  insufficient  only  because  the  entire 
value  of  the  tenement  was  not  large  enough  to  admit  of 
being  divided  between  two:  if  it  had  been  worth  20/. 
a  year,  it  is  evident  that  the  Court  was  prepared  to 

(a)  l^.^E.  288.  (6)  ^B.^Jd.  873. 

(c)  IA.^E.  SSS.  (tf)  5A.iE.  261. 

(e)  iB.^a  578.  (g)  4  B.  j-.  C.  87. 

(*)  4S.^Ad.  70S.  (0  SB.tM.  971. 

hold 
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ante  of 
Caybbswall. 


hold  the  occupation  sufficient.  IZror  v.  Kmveton  (a)  is 
also  in  favour  of  the  settlement;  for  the  statute  6  6.  4. 
c.  57.  makes  no  difierence  in  this  respect. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  None  of  the  authorities  are  ex- 
actly in  point;  but  I  have  no  doubt  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  act  It  requires  the  party  to  have  the  house 
or  building  separately  to  his  own  use,  and  not  jointly 
with  any  one  else.     He  must  be  the  sole  occupier. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  Statute  evidently  contemplates 
sole  occupancy.  It  would  occasion  difficulties,  if  several 
could  claim  a  setdement  by  a  joint  occupation  of  the  same 
tenement  under  its  provisions. 

Patteson  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Order  confirmed. 

(«)  S  Bw.  S.  C.  499. 


Thundajf, 
May  SOth. 


The  QusEN  against  Pitt. 


ILTAULE  had  obtained  a  ryle  in  Trinity  term,  18S8, 
calling  on  the  lord  and  steward  of  the  manor  of 
Mintyi  in  Gloucestershire^  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus 
should  not  issue,  commanding  them,  or  one  of  them,  to 
accept  the  surrender  of  Richard  Goodrich  of  certain 


Under  stat. 
11  G.  4.  & 
1  W.  4.  c.  60. 
8,  8,,  the  Court 
of  Chancery, 
upon  the  Mas- 
ter's report, 
made  an  order 
.  declaring  that 
the  heir  of  ff,, 

legal  tenant  in  fee  of  copyhold  premisea,  could  not  be  found,  that  fT.  held  •■  tnxatee»  and 
that  J?,  was  entitled  to  the  equitable  fee ;  and  appointing  G.  trustee  to  convey  or  sur- 
render the  legal  estate. 

This  Court  refused  to  compel  the  lord,  by  mandamus,  to  accept  G.*s  surrender^  on  the 
ground  that  (assuming  the  statute  to  apply  to  copyholds)  the  Court  of  Chancery  could 
compel  the  performance  of  whatever  was  requisite,  and  was  better  able  than  this  Court 
to  regulate  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

Especially  as  it  appeared  that  27. 's  tight  was  disputed^  and  that  the  lord  had  seiied 
quousque  and  assigned  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

customaiy 
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customary  or  copyhold  hereditaments  withm  the  said        1839. 
manor.  Xhe  Qouk 

From  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule  it  appeared  ^^ 
that,  by  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  dated  d7th 
March  18S5,  on  the  petition  of  Sir  Henry  Loraine  Baker^ 
Bart.,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  enquire  and  state 
to  the  Court  whether  John  Wade^  deceased,  was  a  trustee 
of  the  legal  estate  in  the  one  sixth  part  of  the  copyhold 
hereditaments  in  question,  within  the  meaning  of  stat. 
11  G.  4.  &  1  n^.  4.  c.  60.  (a);  and,  if  the  Master  should 
find  that  he  was  such  trustee,  then  it  was  ordered  that 
he  should  enquire  and  state  to  the  Court  who  was  his 
heir  at  law,  or  whether  it  were  unknown  or  uncertain 
whether  such  heir  were  liying  or  dead ;  and,  in  case  the 
Master  should  find  that  it  was  unknown  or  uncertain 
8cc.,  then  it  was  ordered  that  he  should  approve  of  some 
proper  person  to  be  appointed  in  the  stead  of  such  heir 
at  law  to  convey  the  legal  estate  in  the  said  one  sixth 
part.  That  the  Master  made  his  report,  dated  15th 
November  18S5,  certifying  that  he  had  been  attended  by 
the  petitioner's  solicitor,  and  had  proceeded  &c.  The 
report  of  the  Master  was  then  stated,  which  set  out  the 
evidence  laid  before  him,  the  result  of  which  was  that 
J<An  Wade  was  admitted  to  hold  the  whole  of  the  copy- 
hold premises  to  him  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  according 
to  the  custom  of  the  manor;  that  he  afterwards  sur- 
rendered to  the  use  of  his  will :  that,  by  a  memorandum 
indorsed  on  the  copy  of  court-roll,  dated  1 6th  Jidy  1 788, 
he  declared  that,  as  to  one  sixth  part,  he  was  only  trus- 

(a)  •'  For  ameodiog  the  Uws  respecting  conveyancei  and  tranifttrf  of 
estates  end  funds  Tested  in  trustees  and  mortgagees ;  and  for  enabling 
omuto  of  equity  to  gire  tttkci  to  their  decrees  and  orders  in  certun 


tee, 


Pm. 
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1839.        teCf  and  that  this  part  belonged  to  Mary  Sttxrke^  for  her 
_    ^  life,  and.  after  her  death,  to  the  right  heirs  of  her  de- 

The  QuKxir  '  '  »  o 

a^moM  ceased  husband  Samuel  Storke.  That  John  Wade  died, 
having  duly  made  a  will  and  codicil,  without  disposing 
of  the  legal  estate  in  the  said  one  sixth  part:  that 
thereupon  the  legal  estate  in  the  same  vested  in  his  cus- 
tomary heir  at  law  ex  parte  matemL  The  report  then 
deduced  the  title  to  the  equitable  fee  in  the  one  sixth 
part  to  Sir  H.  L.  Baker^  the  petitioner.  ^That  the  heir 
of  John  fVadef  ex  parte  matema,  could  not  be  found. 
That  the  Master  then  found  that  John  Wade  was  a 
trustee  of  the  one  sixth  part  within  the  act;  that  it  was 
not  known  or  discovered  who  was  his  customary  heir ; 
and  that,  the  petitioner  (Sir  H.  L.  Baker)  having  pro- 
posed JB.  Goodrich  as  a  trustee  instead  of  such  heir,  he, 
the  Master,  approved  of  JR.  Goodrich  as  a  proper  person 
to  be  appointed  instead  of  such  heir  to  convey  or  surrender 
the  legal  estate  in  the  one  sixth  part.  The  affidavits  fur- 
ther stated  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  by  order  of  Janu^ 
ary  21, 1S36,  confirmed  the  Master's  report,  and  ordered 
that  jR.  Goodrich  should  be  appointed  trustee,  instead  of 
the  customary  heir  of  John  Wade^  to  convey  or  surrender 
the  legal  estate  of  the  one  sixth  part  pursuant  to  the  act 

The  affidavits  also  stated  that  proclamation  was  made 
at  three  successive  general  courts  halimot  or  courts 
baron  of  the  manor,  in  1818,  1819,  and  1820,  for  the 
customary  heir  of  John  Wade  to  appear  and  be  admitted 
tenant  of  the  one  sixth  part,  and,  h^  not  appearing,  the 
lord  of  the  manor  seized  the  one  sixth  part  into  his 
hands  quousque. 

The  petitioner.  Sir  H.  L.  Baker,  stated,  on  affidavit, 
his  claim  to  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  one  sixth  part, 
as  customary  heir  at  law  of  &c.  (accordbg  to  the  title 

deduced 
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deduced  in  the  Master's  report);  and  that,  since  the        18S9* 


The  QuKiK 


order,  he  had  applied  to  the  steivard  to  appoint  a  court 
for  admitting  JB.  Goodrich^  in  order  to  his  surrendering;  agaifut 
but  that  the  steward  had  not  appointed  the  court. 
Details  as  to  the  application  and  refusal  to  appoint  the 
court,  and  of  an  application  and  refusal  to  accept  Good- 
ricVs  surrender,  were  also  given,  which  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  set  forth  here. 

The  affidavits  in  answer  stated  that  the  order  of 
reference  to  the  Master,  the  Master's  report,  and  the 
order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  were  obtained  ex 
parte ;  that  the  defendants  had  no  evidence  of  Sir  H. 
L.  Baker^s  title,  and  did  not  believe  that  he  had  one. 
Details  as  to  this  were  added,  and  also  some  statements 
qualifying  the  supposed  demand  and  refusal  (a).  Also 
that,  since  the  seizure  by  the  lord,  he  had  granted 
away,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  part  of  the  said  copy- 
hold lands,  which  part  was  still  vested  in  the  grantee  or 
his  assignee. 

KeUy  now  shewed  cause.  This  application  is  founded 
on  Stat.  11  G.  4.  &  1  ^.  4.  c.  60.,  the  title  of  which 
shews  that  the  object  was  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the 
G>ui-t  of  Chancery;  and  sect  8  (6),  upon  which  the 

rule 

(a)  Some  aiguments  as  to  the  yuffictency  of  the  demand  and  refuial 
are  omitted  in  this  r^Kurt,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  having  proceeded 
oo  another  ground. 

(6)  Which  enacts»  **  That  where  any  pcrwn  seiMd  of  any  land  upon 
any  trust  shaU  be  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  or  not  amenable  to  the  pro- 
oeai  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  or  it  shall  be  uncertain,  where  there  were 
sererai  tmstces,  which  of  them  was  the  suxviTor,  or  it  shatt  be  uncertain 
whether  the  trustee  last  known  to  have  been  seised  as  aforesaid  be  living 
or  dead*  or,  if  known  to  be  dead,  it  shaU  not  be  known  who  is  his  heir  ; 
or  if  any  trustee  seised  as  aforesaid,  or  the  heir  of  any  such  trustee,  shall 
neglect  or  refuse  to  oonrey  such  land  for  the  space  of  twenty-eight  days 

Vol.  X.  U  "«* 


?m. 
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3839.       rule  is  framed,  applies  only  to  cases  where  there  b  no 
•  question  as  to  the  party  having  the  beneficial  interest^ 

against  and,  in  those  cases,  enables  the  Court  of  Chancery  to 
give  such  party  the  means  of  calling  in  the  legal  estate. 
Here  there  is  a  dispute  as  to  the  equitable  title  of  the 
petitioner ;  and  the  Master's  report  was  merely  upon  ex 
parte  evidence.  This  Court  is,  therefore,  practically  re* 
quired  to  give  the  petitioner  the  equitable  estate,  though  he 
may  have  no  tide,  at  any  rate  none  known  to  this  Court. 
The  remedy  for  the  petitioner,  if  any,  is  in  chancery. 
If  the  estate  were  freehold,  that  Court  would  direct  the 
conveyance;  it  may  therefore  direct  the  proceedings  of 
the  copyhold  court  here,  if  the  section  applies  to  copy- 
holds at  all.  That,  however,  may  be  questioned.  It  coq- 
tains  no  mention  of  admittance  or  surrender;  and  it 
simply  authorizes  the  party  appointed  in  lieu  of  the 
trustee  to  convey.  In  the  interpretation  clause,  sect.  2, 
it  is  enacted  that  the  provisions  relating  to  land  shall 
extend  to  and*  include  ^^  any  manor,  messuage^  tenement, 
hereditament,  or  real  property,  of  whatever  tenure;'' 
but  that  does  not  go  the  length  of  giving  the  appointed 
trustee  all  the  rights  of  a  popyhold  tenant.  The  lord 
is  entided  to  refuse  the  surrender  of  any  party  who  has 
not  been  admitted.  {Ldttkdale  J.  In  1  Scriven  on  Copj^ 
holdsy  7.  (a)  it  is  said,   **  Special  customary  courts  are 


next  after  a  proper  deed  for  making  such  conrejmice  ihaU  hare  been 
tendered  for  his  execution  by,  or  by  an  agent  duly  autboriaed  by,  any 
person  entitled  to  require  the  same ;  then  and  in  every  or  any  such  case 
it  shall  be  hiwful  for  the  said  Court  of  Chancery  to  direct  any  penoo 
whom  such  Court  may  think  proper  to  appoint  for  that  purpose  in  tb* 
place  of  the  trustee  or  heir*  to  conirey  such  land  to  such  person  and  in 
sucb manner  as  the  said  Court  shall  think  proper;  and  eveiy  endi  con- 
¥eyance  shall  be  as  efiectual  as  if  the  trustees  seiaed  as  aforesaid,  or  hia 
heir>  had  made  and  executed  the  tame.*' 
(a)  dded. 

also 


IN  THE  Second  Year  of  VICTORIA.  277 

also  sometimes  called  for  the  purpose  of  effecdng  the        1839* 
proposed  transfer  of  copyhold  property  by  the   ad-     -TT 
mission  of  the  new  tenant,  (the  purchaser,  or  mortgagee,        agoimi 
or,  perhaps,  trustee  for  particular  objects,)  but  at  such 
courts  it  is  ndt  regular  to  enter  any  presentment,  or 
make  any  proclamation  in  furtherance  of  the  acts  of  any 
prior  general  court''    Can  the  lord  be  compelled  by 
mandamus  to  hold  such  a  special  court  ?]    Here,  also, 
the  lord  having,  as  he  was  entitled  to  do,  seised  quous^ 
que,  and  sold  a  part,  the  rights  of  parties  will  be  com- 
plicated; and  interests  will  arise  which  a  court  of  chan* 
eery  is   more  competent  to  regulate  than  a  court  of 
common  law. 

CresmeU  and  Whatley^  contr^  The  rule  is  properly 
framed ;  for,  till  the  surrender  has  taken  place,  the  sur-^ 
renderee  cannot  be  admitted,  as  there  will  be  another 
tenant  on  the  roll.  The  interpretation  clause,  sect.  2, 
is  intentionally  so  worded  as  to  include  copjrhold  as  well 
as  other  tenures.  [Patteson  J.  referred  to  the  language 
of  Stat.  4  &  5  W.4in  c.  23.  5. 6.]  No  objection  can  now 
be  taken  to  the  result  of  the  Master's  report,  confirmed 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery :  it  must  be  assumed  that  all 
was  properly  done.  Then  the  Court  of  Chancery  haft 
merely  to  name  a  party  to  take  the  place  of  the  heir: 
this  Court  must  treat  the  rights  of  such  nominee  as  they 
would  have  treated  those  of  the  heir :  the  nominee  is  a 
sort  of  heir  special.  Now,  the  heir  may  surrender  with- 
out admittance,  though  a  surrenderee  cannot  The  trus- 
tee, when  invested  with  his  full  legal  rights,  could  be 
directed  to  act,  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  under  sect  1 1; 
but  this  Court  will  compel  the  lord  to  allow  to  the  heir 
special  whatever  the  heir  would  have  been  entitled  to 
U  2  demand. 
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1889.        demand.    IF  it  be  said  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  has 
The  Quntf     P®^®'  ^  direct  the  lord,  independently  of  the  statute, 
the  remedy  now  sought  is  at  all  events  the  simplest. 


Pxn. 


Lord  Dekman  C.  J.  This  is  a  motion  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  carrying  into  eflPect  the  provisions  of  stat. 
11  6. 4.  &  1  fF.  4.  c.  60.  s.  8.  That  section  enables 
the  Court  of  Chancery  to  appoint  a  person  to  make  a 
conveyance  in  the  place  of  the  trustee  or  heir*  It  is 
said  that  sect  2  shews  that  the  statute  applies  to  copy- 
holds; and  that,  as  the  proper  conveyance  of  a  copyhold 
is  by  way  of  surrender,  the  lord  should  be  compelled  to 
accept  the  surrender.  If  that  be  so,  I  cannot  see  why 
the  Court  of  Chancery  has  not  the  power  to  do  what  is 
now  asked  for.  We  are  not  to  intrude  our  jurisdiction 
into  a  case  where  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  already 
acted,  and  has  power  to  go  on ;  but  should  leave  that 
Court  to  do  what  the  act  enables  it  to  do,  which  com- 
prehends all  that  is  necessary  for  carrying  into  effect  the 
substitution  of  a  person  for  an  heir  not  found.  Even  if 
the  word  ^^  convey "  did  not  occur  in  sect.  8,  yet  it 
would  follow,  from  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  that,  when  an  act  enables  them  to  appoint 
the  substitute,  they  may  do  all  necessary  to  give  effect 
to  the  appointment  We  therefore  ought  not  to  in- 
terfere, but  to  leave  the  matter  to  that  jurisdiction  which 
is  here  more  capable  than  we  are  to  do  justice,  more 
especially  in  a  case  where  the  lord  sets  up  an  interest, 
and  there  are  disputed  rights  into  which  we  cannot 
satisfactorily  examine. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.    It  is  ouly  of  late  that  this  Court  has 
interfered  by  mandamus  to  compel  the  lord  of  the 

•     manor 
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manor  to  admit  a  copyholder.     In  Bex  t.  Bennett  {a)        18S9. 
the  Court,  thoudi  it  refused  the  mandamus  in  the  par-       ' 

°  '^  The  Qunx 

ticular  case,  said  they  would  grant  it  if  a  proper  case       ogma 

were  laid  before  them ;  and  Bex  v.  The  Borough  of  Mid" 
hurst  (b)  is  referred  to  in  the  report,  which,  however, 
was  not  the  case  of  a  mandamus  commanding  the  lord 
of  the  manor  to  admit  a  tenant.  The  Court  of  Chancery 
has,  however,  original  jurisdiction.  This  is  an  applica* 
tion  to  compel  the  lord  to  accept  a  surrender.  It  is 
said,  in  I  Scriven  on  Copyholds^  628.  &c.  (c),  that  it  was 
doubted  whether  a  lord  was  compellable  by  mandamus 
to  accept  a  surrender ;  but  he  shews  that  such  a  man* 
damus  lies.  However,  the  Court  of  Chancery  having 
original  jurisdiction  {d\  we  think  this  a  much  fitter  case 
for  that  Court  than  for  us,  in  order  that  it  may  carry 
into  effect  the  purposes  of  the  act.  It  can  call  all  the 
parties  before  itself.  Here,  the  lord  has  seized,  which 
creates  our  di£Sculty.  Then,  if  the  person  appointed  be 
an  heir  special,  it  may  be  said  that  there  should  be  a 
finding  by  the  homage.  The  whole  proceeding  is  ano- 
malous, and  much  fitter  for  the  Court  of  Chancery  than 
for  us. 

Fatteson  J.  We  are  asked  to  consider  Goodrich 
as  heir  at  law :  if  he  be  not,  we  have  no  power  to  inter- 
fere. The  remedy  by  mandamus  to  compel  a  lord  to 
admit  is  comparatively  modern ;  and  I  cannot  find  that 
it  was  ever  exercised  except  in  favour  of  an  heir  or 
tenant  actually  on  the  roll.  A  surrender  by  Goodrich 
would  not  effect  the  admittance  of  any  one ;  if  the  real 
heir  surrendered,  his  surrenderee  would  still  have  to  pay 

(o)  2  r  lU  197.  (6)  1  Wiit.  283. 

(e%  sd  ed.  (d)  See  1  Scno.  Cop.  631.  (3d  cd.}. 

US  the 


Pm« 
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1889.       the  fine.    My  difficulty,  however,  is  in  saying  that  we 

^"""^  can  look  on  Goodrich  as  the  heir  at  law.  If  he  be  heir, 
TlM  Qoxnr 
o^nH  it  is  only  under  the  statute ;  and  then  the  case  is  pecu- 
liarly one  of  equity  and  trust,  and  especially  within  the 
cognizance  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  We  cannot  see 
our  way  in  the  matter.  There  is  no  legal  estate  in 
Goodrich^  except  by  the  operation  of  the  act ;  but  the 
act  does  not  say  that  the  person  named  shall  have  the 
same  legal  estate  as  the  heir  at  law  had,  but  only  that 
his  conveyance  shall  be  as  efiectual  as  if  executed  by  the 
actual  trustee,  or  his  heir.  We  cannot  therefore  act  as 
we  are  asked ;  the  legislative  provision  does  not  go  far 
enough  for  that  purpose.  But  there  is  no  want  of 
remedy.  The  Court  of  Chancery  has  full  power  to 
do  all  that  is  requisite  for  giving  the  parties  interested 
the  benefit  of  the  enactment. 

WiLLtAMS  J.  The  objection  that  one  party  was  not 
heard  has  been  answered :  we  must  presume  that  the 
Court  of  Chancery  acted  rightly.  But  is  there  any 
ground  for ^ our  interference?  The  Court  of  Chancery 
has  full  jurisdiction  to  compel  the  performance  of  all 
that  ought  to  be  done. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1839. 


The  Queen  against  The  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and 
Burgesses  of  the  Borough  of  Bridge  water. 

CIR  W.  W.  FOLLETT  had  obtained  a  rule,  in  Mi-  AtowncoundJ 

-      _  ,       ».        11.  1-1^1  ordered  •  pay- 

cnaelmas  term,  18379  calling  upon  the  deiendants  to  ment  from  the 
shew  cause  why  a  certiorari  should  not  issue,  directed  fOT'defmying ' 
to  them,  to  remove  certain  orders  or  resolutions  made  !!ll!?®°!"  °' 

'  OppOSlDg  two 

at  a  meeting  of  the  council  of  the  borouffh  of  Bridge-  '"'"•  **°®  ^°' 

°  o  ^        a  quo  warranto 

tea/fr,  holden  23d  January  1837,  for  defending,  at  the  *g«nstaparty 

'  Jf  »  6>  who  had  been 

expense  of  the  council,  three  rules  nisi  for  quo  war-  declared  duly 

II  .1  1   ^,  .  elected  a  coun- 

rantos  severally  against  three  persons  named  Champtonj  ciiior  and  had 
Bate^  and  Clark;  and  for  payment  by  the  treasurer  of  office,  for  ex. 
the  borough  fund  to  Benjamin  Laoibond  of  100/.  on  office^^the*' 
account  of  the  costs  of  defending  the  rules :  Also  cer-  ^iI^.n^nforS!' 
tain  other  like  orders  or  resolutions  made  at  the  same  »^on  *g«n8t 

an  alderman  of 

time  for  opposing,  at  the  expense  of  the  council,  a  rule  **>«  borough, 

for  alleged 

nisi,  calling  on  a  person  named  Chapman  to  shew  cause  misconduct  at 
why  an  information  for  misdemeanour  should  not  be  councilion. 
exhibited  against  him ;  and  for  payment  by  the  treasurer  ments  were 
to  Lovibond  of  90/.,  on  account  of  the  costs  of  defend-  ""asurer^nd 
ing  that  rule;  and  all  proceedings  had  thereon:  Notice  audUed^^Afte 
to  be  given  to  the  council,  or  some  of  them,  and  to  the  ^^^  ^^^ 
town  clerk  and  treasurer  of  the  borough  fund.  ^  ^ict,  c,  78. 

passed. 

The  rule  was  obtained  on  the  aiBdavit  of  Matthew      The  Court, 
Paramoref  who  described  himself  therein  as  **  gentle-  upon  the  affi-' 
man,  and  one  of  the  burgesses"   of  the  borough   of  geas who tip!!^' 
Bridgewater,  and  stated  the  following  facts.   In  Michael--  fuanceof the 
mas  term,  1836,  this  Court  granted  rules  nisi  for  quo  j^"*^™^^^'^*^'*^ 

town  council, 
granted  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  orders  of  the  previous  town  council,  and  quashed 

U  4  warrantos 
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1839.        warraDtos  against  Champion^  Batey  and  Clark^  for  ex- 

ercising  the  office  of  councillors  of  the  borougfai  they 

againit        having  been  declared  to  be  duly  elected  at  the  election 

The 

Mayor. &c., of  oi November  I8S69  and  having  accepted  office;  and  also 
WAMR.  ^  ^^j^  ^.^.  g^^  ^  criminal  information  against  John  Chap^ 
mafii  a  justice  and  alderman  of  the  borough,  for  mis- 
demeanours in  his  office  of  alderman  (a).  On  2Sd  Janu^ 
ary  18S7»  two  resolutions  were  passed  by  the  town 
council :  first,  that  the  three  rules  for  quo  warrantos 
should  be  defended  at  the  expense  of  the  council ;  that 
Benjamin  Laoibond^  the  attorney  who  had  already  con- 
ducted the  defence,  should  be  instructed  to  continue  it; 
that  the  costs  already  incurred  should  be  paid  out  of 
the  borough  fund;  and  that  the  treasurer  should 
be  directed  to  pay  Lovibond  lOOL  on  account  of  the 
costs:  secondly,  a  similar  resolution  for  opposing  the 
rule  against  Chapman^  and  for  paying  90/.  in  respect 
thereof.  The  treasurer  afterwards  paid  the  190/.  to 
Lovibondf  for  which,  as  the  deponent  was  informed  and 
believed,  Ixmbond  had  not  accounted  to  the  town  coun- 
cil. The  three  rules  for  quo  warrantos  were  afterwards 
made  absolute,  informations  filed,  judgments  suffered  by 
default,  and  judgment  of  ouster  signed  in  all  three  cases. 
The  rule  against  Chapman  was  discharged,  on  payment 
of  costs  to  the  prosecutor  by  Chapman. 

In  the  affidavits  in  answer,  it  was  deposed  that  the 
190/.  had  been  paid  to  Lovibond  by  the  treasurer  in 
January  1837,  after,  and  pursuant  to^  the  resolutions: 

(a)  In  the  second  resolution  of  the  council,  afterwards  mentioned,  it 
was  stated  that  these  were  **  misdemeanours  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted by  him  in  discharge  of  his  duty  as  the  presiding  alderman  at  the 
election  of  coundllon*'  for  one  of  the  wards  of  the  borough,  in  ^0- 
vember  1836. 

that 


IK  THE  Second  Year  of  VICTORIA.  28S 

that  the  treasurer's  accounts,  containing  items  of  these       1839. 

payments,  were  duly  audited  in  March  1837:  that,  in       ' 

^  ^         ^  ''  ^  The  QjaxK^ 

August  1837,  the  treasurer  resigned  his  office,  and  paid        agpdnu 

over  the  balance  remaining  in  his  hands  to  his  successor :  Mayor,  &&,  of 

that  the  present  application  was  made  at  the  instance     "^*'^^'**- 

of  the  now  town  council,  and  at  their  expense,  and  under 

the  direction  of  a  committee  appointed  by  them  for  the 

purpose,  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  passed  by  the 

town  council  in  Nocember  1837:  that  Paramore  was  an 

attorney,  professionally  engaged  by  that  committee  to 

conduct  the  present  proceedings:   and  that,  in  De^ 

cenAer  1837,  the  town  council  resolved  not  to  oppose 

the  proceedings. 


In  last  Hilary  term  {a), 

Erie  shewed  cause,  on  behalf  of  the  party  who  was 
treasurer  in  January  1837  and  until  August  1837* 
First,  this  is  an  application  by  the  town  council  for  the 
purpose  of  defeating  their  own  order ;  for,  though  the 
order  was  made  in  January  1837»  and  the  rule  was 
obtained  on  behalf  of  a  town  council,  which,  as 
to  some  of  the  individuals,  was  new,  in  Michaelmas 
term,  1837»  yet  the  body  is  legally  the  same.  The 
town  council  is  thus  applying  against  itself.  Secondly, 
no  certiorari  lies.  Stat.  5  &  6  J^.  4.  c.  76.  s.  132.  enacts 
that  no  order  made  in  pursuance  of  that  act  shall  be 
removed  by  certiorari  (6).  It  is  true  that  stat  7  W.  4. 
&  1  Vict.  c.  78.  s.  44.  enacts  that,  '<  whereas  it  is  ex- 
pedient to  give  all  persons  interested  in  the  borough 

(a)  January  29th,  18S9.  Before  LordD^fiMii  C.  J.y  LUiledale,  WiU 
liamtf  and  Cokriig*  Jt.  • 

(6)  Se9££gmaj.TheJuttieetqfSipp(mt7J.4:£.^l7. 

fund 
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189d.       fiind  of  every  borough  a  more  direct  and  easy  remedy 

for  any  misapplication  of  such  fund/'  "  any  order  of  the 

agtdfut  council  of  any  borough  for  the  payment  of  kny  sum  of 
Mayor,  ftc.,  of  money  from  or  out  of  the  borough  fund  of  any  borough 
uiKiiwATXE.  ^^^  j^^  removed  into  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  by 
writ  of  certiorari,  to  be  moved  for  according  to  the 
usual  practice  of  the  said  Court  with  respect  to  writs  of 
certiorari/'  But  that  act  was  passed  17th  Ji^  1837; 
the  orders  in  question  were  made  on  23d  January  1837; 
and  the  treasurer's  accounts  were  audited  in  March 
1837*  The  attempt  is,  therefore,  to  give  a  retrospec- 
tive operation  to  stat.  7  fT.  4.  &  1  Vict.  c.  78.  s.  4«4,, 
which  contains  no  words  to  such  an  effect.  Sect.  1  of 
the  same  act  provides  that  nothing  in  the  act  shall  ex- 
tend to  invalidate*  a  payment  bona  fide  made  before  its 
passing.  Thirdly,  the  treasurer  had  no  power  to  disobey 
the  order  of  the  council ;  and  he  is  not  now  to  be  ques- 
tioned for  payments  duly  ordered,  made,  and  allowed. 

Sir  fV.  W.  FoUett  contra.  First,  the  case  is  precisely 
that  which  the  legislature  had  in  view  in  passing  stat. 
7  JT.  4*.  &  1  VicL  c.  78.  s*  44.  Every  burgess  has  a  right, 
now,  to  call  in  question  orders  for  payments  not  made  in 
pursuance  of  stat  5Sc6  W*  4.  c.  76.  s.  92.  The  Court 
will  not  interfere  with  this  right  on  the  suggestion  that 
the  party  is  enforcing  it  at  the  instance  of  the  town 
council.  It  is  said  that  this  is  merely  an  application  by 
the  town  council  against  itself;  but  the  application  is 
opposed  by  counsel  instructed  by  parties  opposing  the 
town  council.  Secondly,  sect.  44  of  stat  7  W.  A. 
&  1  Vict.  c.  78.  is,  no  doubt,  as  to  the  certiorari, 
prospective  only,  but  it  is  not  so  confined  as  to  the 
order  which  is  the  subject  of  the  writ:  "any  order" 

may 
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may  be  removed  by  certiorari.     The  act  will  be  con-        1839* 
fttrued  liberally,   having  been  passed  to  amend  de-     jT^ 
fects  in   the  earlier  act     The  order  complained  of       agamsi 

The 

was  illegal  from  the  first;  the  remedy  is  certainly  Mayor, &&, of 
new,  but  nothing  is  made  illegal  which  was  previously 
legal ;  in  which  sense  only  the  retrospective  effect  would 
be  objectionable.  Thirdly,  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
treasurer  will  sufier  in  any  way  by  this  rule  being  made 
absolute.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  What  will  you  do  with 
the  order  when  you  have  it?]  The  parties  may  not  be 
prepared  to  answer  that  question.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
The  answer  might  guide  us  in  the  exercise  of  our 
discretion,  if  any  is  given  to  us.  Littkdale  J.  It  would 
be  going  a  good  way  if  the  accounts  were  now  to  be 
reviewed.] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  must  be  understood  that  we 
think  this  a  very  important  application,  and  consider 
the  town  council  right  in  making  it;  but,  as  to  the 
decision,  we  must  pause. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  *Denman  C.  J.,  in  this  term  (Jime  6th),  deli- 
vered the  judgment  of  the  Conrt.  This  was  a  motion 
for  a  certiorari  to  remove  an  order  for  payment  of 
costs  of  some  quo  warrantos,  and  of  a  rule  for  a 
criminal  information  against  some  person  for  affront- 
ing a  magistrate  (a),  llie  rule  must  be  made  abso- 
lute, these  being  clearly  no  public  purposes.  But 
an  objection  was  taken  in  this  case  that  the  treasurer 
had  settled  and  rendered  all  his  accounts  before  stat. 
7  fF.  4.  &  1  Vict.  c.  78.  {July  1837),  which  give$  power 
(a)  See  p.  28S.,  ant^,  note  (a). 

to 
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1839*       to  remove  accounts,  the  certiorari  having  been  takea 

'       away  by  the  former  statute*     But  the  later  act,  reciting 

agttinsi  that  it  IS  expedient  to  give  all  persons  interested  in  the 
Mayor,  &c.,  of  borough  fuud  of  every  borough  a  direct  and  easy 
Brxdobwatb*.  ygjjjgjy  fQ,.  ^jjy  misapplication  of  such  fund,  enacts 

that  any  order  of  the  council  of  any  borough  for 
*  the  payment  of  any  sum  of  money  from  or  out  of 
the  borough  fund  of  any  borough  may  be  removed 
into  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  by  certiorari,  not 
confining  it  to  orders  thereafter  to  be  made,  nor  to 
such  accounts  as  were  unsettled  at  the  time  of  passing 
the  act. 

Rule  absolute. 


The  QuEEK  against  Paramore. 

The  orders  were  brought  up,  and  a.  rule  obtained 
for  quashing  them  for  insufficiency ;  against  which,  in 
the  following  Trinity  term  {Wednesday^  June  Sd,  1840), 

Sir  «71  CampbeUy  Attorney-General,  shewed  cause,  and 
contended  that  the  application  of  the  borough  fund  was 
not  illegal,  but  was  ordered  in  the  bona  fide  exercise  of 
the  discretion  of  the  council,  and  that  no  corrupt  motives 
were  alleged ;  and  that  the  individuals  elected  were  com- 
pelled to  take  office  under  penalty :  and,  on  this  part  of 
the  case,  he  referred  to  The  Attomey-General  v.  The 
Mayor  of  Norwich  {a)*  He  relied  also  on  the  points 
previously  made  in  opposition  to  the  rule.  [Patteson  J. 
This  town  council  is  not  only  composed  of  difierent  in- 

(a)  9  MyU  4*  Cr»  406*  And  lee  The  Jttomey' General  ▼•  Corpora- 
Hon  of  Norwich,  1  JTeen,  700. 

dividuals 
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dividuals  from  those  composing  the  former  one,  but  it  is       1839. 
also  a  different  body.     The  corporation  is  indeed  the    -TT 
same;  but  that  consists  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and       og^ntt 

Fakamokk* 

burgesses.    The  town  council  is  not  the  corporation.] 

Sir  W.  W.  Fdllett^  contra.  The  Momey-General  v. 
The  Mayor  of  Norwich  {a)  turned  entirely  on  the  plead- 
ings. The  Lord  Chancellor  allowed  the  demurrer,  be- 
cause, consistently  with  the  language  of  the  pleadings, 
it  was  possible  that  the  expenses  had  been  incurred  in 
defending  the  existence  of  the  corporation.  Here,  such 
a  state  of  things  cannot  exist.  The  town  council  has  no 
interest  in  defending  the  ofBcesof  particular  individuals, 
and  consequently  has  no  discretionary  power  of  paying 
the  costs  of  the  defence.  The  other  points  were  dis- 
posed of  on  granting  the  rule. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Without  reference  to  our 
former  judgment,  it  is  clear  that  these  orders  are  bad. 
The  parties  were  interested  as  individuals;  they  did  not 
embody  any  interest  of  the  corporation. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  coucurrcd. 

Patteson  J.  There  may  be  a  hardship  on  an 
individual,  in  subjecting  him  to  l^^al  proceedings  for 
accepting  an  office  which  he  is  fineable  for  not  accept- 
ing. But,  if  we  were  to  admit  that  the  borough  funds 
may  be  applied  to  defend  his  office,  the  consequence 
would  be  that  the  town  council  would  be  bound  to 
defend  all  parties  against  whom  such  proceedings  were 
taken,  enemies  as  well  as  friends. 

(a)  S  MyL  i  Or.  406.  And  tee  The  JiionuyGtnertU  t.  Corpora^ 
turn  ^Norwikt  1  jtem,  700. 

Williams 
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Williams  J.  With  regard  to  the  rule  for  a  cri- 
minal information,  how  can  it  be  for  the  interest  of 
the  borough  that  an  individual  who  has  committed  a 
delinquency  should  not  be  punished  ? 

Rule  absolute. 


The  Queen  against  Watkinson. 
The  election  of  TNFORMATION  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto,  call- 

a  chief  con-  -^ 

stable  for  a  wa.        ing  upon  ■  the  defendant  to  shew  by  what  authority 

West  Riding  he  claimed  to  have,  &c«,  the  oflSce  of  a  chief  consta- 

havin^  been  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  Wapentake  of  Staincltffi  with  JSwcrosSf  in  the 

^onlof^th?  ^^^  ^^^^  °f  Yorkshire.     By  the  pleadings  (which 

justices  usually  made  part  of  the  case)  the  following  issues  were  raised. 

acting  for  the  *^  '  ,  ® 

wapentake.  First,  whether  the  defendant  was  duly  appointed  one 

without  notice  ■ 

to  the  other       of  the  two  chief  constables  for  the  said  wapentake  at  a 

justices  of  the 

riding :  Held,    general  court  of  quarter  sessions  holden  at  Ponte/ractj 

tion  was  void,    in  and  for  the  said  riding,  on  April  2d,  1882.    Secondly, 

constabiemight  whether,  at  such  sessions,  he  was  duly  admitted  to  that 

a^subsequTOt      *>ffice.     The  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  issues  were  upon 

quarter  ses-       jjjg  question,  whether  one  Christopher  Edmondson  was  not 

duly  appointed  to  be  such  chief  constable  at  a  special 

petty  sessions  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  acting  for  the 

said  wapentake,  duly  called  and  holden  for  the  election 

of  such  chief  constable  on  29th  August  1831. 

On  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.  at  the  Yorkshire 
Summer  assizes,  1835,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the 
Crown  upon  all  the  issues,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
this  Court  upon  the  following  case. 

There  are  two  chief  constables  appointed  for  the 
wapentake  of  Staincliffe  with  Ewcross  ;  and  the  office  of 
one  of  those  chief  constables  became  vacant  on  5th  July 

1831, 
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ldSl»  by  the  death  of  WUliam  Can.    A  meeting  of  the        18S9« 
magistrate  usually  acting  for  the  wapentake  was  duly       — ^ 
called  and  holden  on  29th  uhigust  1831,  for  the  express        agmna 
purpose  of  electing  a  chief  constable  in  the  room  of 
Carr.     At  this  meeting,  Edmondson  was  appointed,  by 
the  majority  of  the  justices  present,  to  be  such  chief  con- 
stable, and  was  recommended  by  them  to  be  sworn  into 
that  oflSce  at  the  next  general  quarter  sessions  for  the 
riding.     At  those  sessions  Edmondson  duly  applied  to 
the  Court,  and  requested  to  be  sworn  into  the  office, 
pursuant  to  his  appointment;  which  the  Court  refused, 
and  adjourned  the  matter  to  the  Pontefrad  quarter  ses- 
sions to  be  holden  on  2d  April  1832.    At  those  sessions 
the  defendant  was  elected  and  admitted  to  the  office. 

The  only  question  of  fact  in  dispute  upon  the  trial 
was,  whether  Edmondson  had,  at  the  petty  sessions  on 
29th  August  1831,  been  actually  elected  and  appdnted 
a  chief  constable  in  the  place  of  Carr^  and  recommended 
to  be  sworn  in  at  the  next  quarter  sessions,  or  whether 
he  had,  on  that  occasion,  been  merely  recommended  to 
the  justices  to  be  assembled  at  the  next  sessions,  as  a 
fit  person  to  be  appointed  chief  constable  by  the  said 
sessions.  The  jury  found  that  Edmondson  had,  at  the 
special  sessions,  been  elected  and  appointed  to  the  said 
office  and  recommended  to  be  sworn  in  at  the  quarter 
sessions,  and  not  merely  recommended  to  the  justices 
at  those  sessions  to  be  by  them  elected. 

It  was  admitted,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  that,  sup- 
posing the  justices  in  petty  sessions  had  not  the  power 
to  make  such  an  appointment,  but  that  that  power 
resided  in  the  justices  in  quarter  sessions,  the  defendant 
had  been  duly  elected,  appointed,  and  admitted  at  the 
Poni^aU  quarter  sessions  holden  on  2d  April  1832. 

The 
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1839.  The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  were. 

Whether  the  election  and  appointment  of  Edmondson 
agaimt       at  the  special  petty  sessions  holden  on  29th  Augud* 
183 1 9  was  or  was  not  a  valid  election  and  appoint- 
ment. 

Or  whether  the  defendant  was  duly  elected,  ap- 
.    pointed,  and  admitted  at  the  said  general  quarter  ses- 
sions for  the  riding,  holden  at  PontefrcLct  on  2d  Afril^ 
1832. 
The  case  was  argued  in  last  Michaelmas  term  (a). 

StarTde^  for  the  Crown.  The  principal  question  is, 
whether  Edmondson  was  duly  elected  chief  constable  by 
the  justices  acting  for  the  wapentake,  on  29th  Augitst 
1831.  It  will  be  argued,  on  the  other  side,  that  the 
justices  on  that  occasion  acted  without  autliority;  and 
that  the  election  should  have  been  at  quarter  sessions. 
If  the  power  to  elect  be  vested  in  the  justices,  quft 
justices,  as  representing  the  ancient  conservators  of  the 
peace,  then  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  election :  the  members  of  that  court  could 
act  simply  as  individual  justices.  The  statute  of  Win^ 
Chester^  2stat  13  Ed.  1.  c.  6.,  mentions  the  office  of  con- 
stables, two  to  be  chosen  in  every  hundred  and  franchise, 
to  view  armour ;  the  office  must  therefore  have  existed 
before  (i).  Justices  of  peace,  as  the  office  now  is,  were 
first  created  by  2stat.  1  Ed.  8.  c.  16.,  which  enacts  that 
in  every  county  good  men  and  lawful  shall  be  assigned 
to  keep  the  peace  (c).  The  office  is  further  regulated 
by  Stat  4jB(f.S.  c.2.,  and  2stat.  l%Ed.S.  c.2.     The 

(a)  On  the  10th  and  14th  of  November  18S8,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J., 
Patteion,  WilHamt,  and  Coleridge  Js. 
(6)  See  negiM^.  WtfOi,  1 8aXk.  175, 381.         (c)  See 9 Insi. SSS. 

last 
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last  enacts  *^  that  two  or  three  of  the  best  of  reputation  1899. 
in  the  counties  shall  be  assigned  keepers  of  the  peace  — — * 
by  the  king's  commission,  and  at  what  time  need  shall  agaitui 
be,  the  same,  with  other  wise  and  learned  in  the  law, 
shall  be  assigned  by  the  king's  commission  to. hear  and 
determine  felonies  and  trespasses  done  against  the  peace 
in  the  same  counties,  and  to  inflict  punishment,"  &c» 
The  duties  of  justices  of  the  peace  are,  afterwards,  laid 
down  in  stat  84  Ed.  S.  c.  1.,  including  the  duty  ^*  to 
hear  and  determine  at  the  king's  suit  all  manner  of 
felonies  and  trespasses  done  in  the  same  county."  Then 
staL  12  JB.  2.  c.  10.  enacts  *^  that  in  every  commissipu 
of  the  justices  of  peace,  there  shall  be  assigned  but  six 
justices,  with  the  justices  of  assises,  and  that  the  said 
six  justices  shall  keep  their  sessions  in  every  quartei:  of 
the  year  at  the  least, .  and  by  three  days,  if  need  be." 
That  statute  gave  no  fresh  jurisdiction,  and  took  none 
away.  By  it,  the  sessions  were  to  be  held  quarterly  at 
least :  but  they  might  still  be  held  oftener.  It  appears 
from  this  that  the  election  of  constables,  if  made  by  jus- 
tices in  the  character  of  conservators  of  the  peace,  could 
not,  up  to  the  time  of  Richard  the  Second,  be  in  the 
court  of  quarter  sessions;  nor  does  any  provision  re- 
strict the  election  to  that  court  Sessions  may  be 
holden  upon  summons,  under  a  precept  of  two  justices; 
and  that  seems  to  be  the  most  r^ular  course,  though 
a  sessions  may  be  held  without  summons;  Lamr 
bardf  Eirenarcha,  book  4.  ch.  2.  (p.  380.,  ed.  1619) ; 
Cam.  Dig.  Justices  of  Peace,  (D  S.).  A  precept  by  two 
justices  cannot  be  superseded  by  other  justices  of 
peace ;  Com.  Dig.  Justices  of  Peace^  (D  3.),  citing  Lam^* 
bard,  EirenarcAa,  book  4.  ch.  2.  p.  383.  In  Eex  v. 
Hewsm  (a)  Holt  C.  J.  said,  <<  How  can  justices  of  peace 

(a)  l2Mod.lBO. 

Vol.  X.  X  make 
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1839.  make  a  constable,  who  ig  an  officer  at  common  law,  and 
■""■*■  they  only  by  statute,  only  there  may  have  been  sach  an 
0gam9i  usage  from  the  neglect  of  those  to  whom  it  properly 
belonged;  perhaps  there  may  be  some  old  statute  for 
it,  which  is  lost.  Ancient  usage  for  three  or  four  hun- 
dred years  is  good  evidence  of  a  law.  If  an  act  of  par- 
liament be  lost  or  embezzled,  the  law  remains  stilL 
May  be  the  conservators  of  the  peace  did  it  at  common 
law."  {^Coleridge  J.  By  2  stat.  IS  Ed.  I.  c.6.,  two 
constables  are  to  be  chosen  in  every  hundred  and  fran- 
chise to  make  the  view  of  armour ;  and  they  are  to  pre- 
sent defaults  **  before  justices  assigned."  What  justices 
were  these?]  Probably  justices  in  eyre:  the  high  con- 
stables could  not  then  be  bound  to  attend  at  quarter 
sessions. 

It  may,  however,  be  argued  that  the  appointment 
has  now  devolved  upon  the  magistrates,  because  the 
sheriffs*  toms  and  courts  leet  have  ceased  to  exercise 
the  power.  The  history  6f  the  appointment  has  been 
the  subject  of  controversy;  but  it  seems  clear  that 
the  petty  constables  were  anciently*  appointed  by  the 
freeholders  (at  the  leet,  where  there  was  one),  and  the 
high  constables  at  the  sheriff's  torn  held  in  the  hun- 
dred :  4  Insi.  265, 267.  It  appears,  indeed,  to  have  been 
the  opinion  of  Lord  Coke,  in  4>  Inst.  267.,  and,  at  one 
tune  at  least,  of  Lord  Hale,  2  P.  C  96.  ed.  1800. 
(citing  Skarrock  v.  Hannemer{a) ),  that  the  office  of  high 
constable  was  created  by  2  stat.  13  Ed.  1.  ir.6.:  other 
authorities,  however,  shew  that  it  was  a  common  law 
office :  Fitzherbert  and  CromptmCs  Office,  4>c.,  of  Justices 
of  Peace,  i^c.^  222  b.  (ed.  1606),  Panell  J.  and  HoU  C.  J. 

(«)  Cr^  Mm.  875. 

in 
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in  Regina  v.  ff^att  {a)f  Lord  Hale  in  Bejp  v.  King  (b)  188d. 
(citing  Samoys  Case),  Holt  C.  J.  in  Regina  v.  Jen^  ' 
nings  {c),  Corns  Dig.Leet,  (M  5.)*  In  Ritson*s  Office  of  ^ivonue 
CofistabUf  p.  13.  (2d  ed.)}  it  is  said,  *<  Nothing  can  be 
more  certain  than  that  the  constable  of  the  hundred,  or 
high  constable,  whether  he  be  allowed  an  officer  at  the 
common  law  or  not,  was  instituted  long  before  that  sta- 
tute" (fFmcAfsfipr);  and  he  gives,  from  the  Adversaria  of 
IVai^s  edition  of  Matthew  Paris  (d),  a  writ  or  mandate  of 
the  time  of  86  H.  8.,  which  seems  to  have  been  the  found- 
ation of  the  sixth  chapter  of  the  statute  of  Winchester: 
^*  in  singulis  ver6  hundredis  constituatur  unus  capitaliv 
constabularius,  ad  cujus  mandatum  omnes  jurati  ad  arma 
de  hundredis  suis  conveniant/'  &C  The  courts  leet 
create  petty  constables  still ;  but  in  their  default,  and 
only  then,  any  two  justices  of  peace  were  to  act,  by  stat; 
18  &  14  C.2.  c.  12.  5. 15.:  The  Case  of  the  Constables 
qf  Limington  {e\  Case  of  the  Constable  of  Stepney  {g\ 
Case  of  the  Village  of  Charley  (A).  And  in  Rex  v.  Hew^ 
son  (t)  Holt  C.  J.  says,  <<  If  there  be  no  leet  at  all,  then 
you  must  go  to  the 'Sheriff's  tourn.'*  Now,  if  the  oflSce  of 
high  constable  existed  before  2  stat  18  Ed.  1.  c.6.,  and 
that  statute  merely  enlarged  the  powers,  creating  also, 
perhaps,  two  high  constables  in  lieu  of  one,  the  justices 
of  peace  may  have  succeeded  to  the  power  of  appointing 
in  lieu  of  the  sheriflf 's  torn  holden  in  the  hundred,  their 

(«)  S  Ld.  JUofnu  1189.     S.  C.  1  SaOt.  175,  SSa 

(b)  3  Xeb,  197,  SSO.    &  C.  as  JWfM*«  Cuf,  JTiwrn.  JC,S.  trndC  P. 
S48. 

(c)  nMod.^\5. 

{€)  See  die  wbole  writ  at  the  end  of  Uie  Adnmtairim. 
(0  %Str.  798.  (^}   1  BuUlt,  174. 

(k)  1  SaOc.  175.  (t)  \2Mcd.  180. 
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1889*       commission  charging  them  to  **  cause  to  be  kept  all 
""""^       ordinances  and  statutes  for  the  sood  of  the  peace,  and 
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agama  for  preservation  of  the  same.*'  But  then  the  justices 
who  elect  the  officer  for  the  hundred  in  lieu  of  the 
sheriff's  torn  in  the  hundred  should  clearly  be  the  jus- 
tices of  the  hundred*  This  seems  to  have  been  under- 
stood by  the  legislature  in  the  time  of  Henry  VIII., 
since  the  act  for  regulating  fFaleSf  stat  34  &  35  H,  8. 
c.  £6.  s.  70.,  enacts  **  that  the  said  justices  of  the  peace, 
or  two  of  them  at  the  least,  whereof  one  of  them 
to  be  of  the  quorum^  shall  appoint  and  name,  in 
every  hundred  within  the  limits  of  their  commission, 
two  substantial  gentlemen  or  yeomen  to  be  the  chief 
constables  of  the  hundred  wherein  they  inhabit ;  which 
two  constables  of  every  hundred  shall  have  a  special 
regard  to  the  conservation  of  the  king's  peace,  and  shall 
and  may  do  and  use  their  offices  in  all  and  singular 
things,  as  is  used  by  the  high  constables  of  the  hundreds  in 
England^  and  shall  be.  bound  to  all  things  as  the  high 
constables  of  the  hundreds  in  England  be  bound  to  do." 
The  high  constables  are  the  officers  of  the  justices  of  the 
hundred,  who  issue  their  precepts  to  them :  the  duties 
of  the  high  constable  are  not  confined  to  the  business  of 
the  court  of  quarter  sessions.  It  is  a  common  law  prin- 
ciple^ that.functionaries  should  appoint  their  own  minis- 
ters. Again,  if  the  office  was  created  by  2  stat.  IS  Ed.  1. 
c.  6.,  it  then  appears  to  be  an  office  for  the  hundred ; 
and  the  same  reasoning  applies.  In  DaUorfs  Country 
Justice,  c.  185.  p.  511.  (ed.  1715),  it  is  said,  "The 
sessions  of  the  peace  are  a  court  of  record  holden  be- 
fore two  or  more  justices  of  the  peaces  whereof  one  is 
of  the  quorunty  for  execution  of  the  authority  given  them 
by  commission  of  the  peace,  and  certain  statutes  and 

acts 
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acts  of  Parliament."    The  quarter  sessions  are  simply       18S9. 
the  general  sessions  holden  quarterly.   There  is  nothing 
in  the  nature  of  this  court  to  give  it  a  peculiar  power  of    ^agahui 
appointing  the  high  constable. 

Wortley,  contra.  The  question  is,  not  whether  justices 
in  petty  sessions  might  appoint,  with  the  approbation  of 
the  general  sessions,  but  whether  their  appointment 
against  the  will  of  the  general  sessions  be  good.  If  it 
be,  a  mandamus  would  lie  to  the  general  sessions  to 
swear  in  a  constable  appointed  at  the  petty  sessions. 
The  authority  of  the  justices  must  arise  either  from 
statute,  or  from  the  devolution  of  a  duty  upon  them,  on 
the  torn  ceasing  to  act.  It  seems  that,  from  a  time 
earlier  than  the  Conquest,  the  torn  holden  in  the  hun- 
dred was  for  the  whole  county,  though  holden  in  the 
several  hundreds  for  the  sake  of  convenience  (a).  In 
this  point,  it  was  distinguished  from  the  hundred  court, 
and  was  analogous  to  the  general  or  quarter  sessions* 
In  DaUon*s  Justice,  c.  28.  p.  57'»  (ed.  1715),  there  is  a  re- 
ference to  a  dictum  of  Fineux  C.  J.  of  K.  B.,  in  Yearb* 
Pasch.  12  H.  7.  pK  1.  fol.  17  B.,  18  A.,  the  effect  of 
which  is,  that  the  counties  were  divided  into  hundreds, 
and  high  constables' appointed  for  each  hundred,  because 
the  counties  were  too  populous  to  be  undertaken  by  the 
sheriff,  who  originally  had  the  government  of  them.  This 
would  explain  why  the  sheriff's  torn,  though  holden  in  the 
hundred,  is  still  merely  the  sheriff's  court  for  the  whole 
county.  So  the  leet  was  derived  from  the  torn ;  and  the 
petty  constables,  being  the  officers  for  the  smaller  divi- 
sions, were  there  elected.  The  authorities  are  collected 
in  S  Hank.  P.  C,  p.  12S.  (7th  ed.)  book  2.  c  la ;  in 

(«)  See  Lord  Coke<m  Magna  ChaHa,  stat  9  H,  S.  c.  35,  Slnit.  70. 
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1889.       3  Ifisi.  71.;  and  in  4  Inst.  259, 267.     Now  it  is  clear  that 

_    I  the  torn,  as  a  criminal  court  for  the  county,  is  at  present 
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agaimi  represented,  not  by  individual  justices,  but  by  the  general 
sessions;  and  these  cannot  be  distinguished  from  the 
quarter  sessions;  LambarcTs  Eirenarcha^  book  4.  c.  19, 20, 
pp.  592, 593.,  (ed.  1619).  By  stat  12  i2.  2.  r.  10.  the 
number  of  justices  of  the  peace  for  a  county  is  limited  to 
six ;  by  stat.  14  iZ.  2.  c.  1 1,  it  is  enlarged  to  eight  But 
there  are  eight  wapentakes  in  the  West  Riding  of 
Yorkshire;  if,  therefore,  the  election  of  high  con- 
stable for  the  wapentake  were  confined  to  the  justices 
of  a  single  wapentake,  the  high  constable  in  the  West 
Riding  would,  eveii  after  stat.  14  iZ.  2.  c.  1 1.,  have  been 
appointed  by  a  single  justice.  But,  in  fact,  petty  ses- 
sions are  of  modern  origin,  and  appear  not  to  be  recog- 
nised by  the  law,  except  where  modern  statutes  give  a 
power  to  two  or  more  justices.  Then,  to  execute  such 
powers,  the  requisite  number  of  justices  meet  periodically. 
The  court  is  therefore  created  only  by  these  statutes ; 
and  the  title  has  no  other  legal  meaning.  The  holding  of 
general  sessions  quarterly  is  prescribed  by  stat.  12  JB.2. 
e.  10.>  and  1  stat  2  H.  5.  c.  4.  5.2.  Lambard,  Eirenarcka^ 
book  4.  c.  20.  p.  623.,  says  that  the  special  sessions 
differ  from  the  general  chiefly  in  this,  ^^  that  they  be 
holden  at  other  times,  when  it  shall  please  the  jus- 
tices themselves,  or  any  two  of  them  (the  one  being 
of  the  quorum)  to  appoint  them.  And  this  power  they 
have,  not  only  by  the  commission,  but  also  by  the  sta- 
tute 2  H.  5.  c.  4."  (1st  statute)  <<  which  alloweth  them 
to  do  it  more  often  than  the  four  times,  if  need  do  so 
require.  They  be  also  (for  the  most  part)  summoned 
to  some  special  business,  and  not  directed  to  the  general 
service  of  the  commission :  And  yet  there  is  no  doubt, 
but  that  all  the  articles  within  the  commission  of  the 

peace, 
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peace,  are  both  inquirable  and  determinable  at  any  spe-  1899. 
dal  sessions  of  the  peace."  And  in  book  4.  c.  1.  (p.  378*)  ^— 
he  defines  a  session  of  the  peace  to  be  **  an  assembly  of  agahtu 
any  two  (or  more)  justices  of  the  peace  (one  of  them  being 
of  the  quorum)  at  a  certain  day"  &c.  <<  appointed  to 
enquire"  &c.,  ^  and  thereupon  to  proceed  to  hear  and 
determine  "  fl(c.;  and  excludes  such  assemblies  as  are  only 
for  enquiry,  which  may  be  holden  by  justices,  no  one  of 
whom  is  of  the  quorum.  This  shews  that  by  <<  the 
sessions  "  the  books  mean  a  session  of  the  whole  body 
of  justices ;  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  notion  that  a 
limited  number  of  justices,  acting  for  a  particular  dis- 
trict, can,  in  the  execution  of  their  general  authority, 
exclude  the  rest.  What  is  now  called  a  special  petty 
sessions,  might  be  held  by  justices  who  are  not  of  the 
quorum,  for  certain  purposes.  That,  therefore,  is  not, 
in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word,  a  session  of  the 
peace.  [^Coleridge  J.  When  sessions  meet  for  a  spe» 
cial  purpose,  such  as  agreeing  upon  measures  respecting 
the  gaol,  or  the  finances  of  the  county,  is  not  that  by 
adjournment  from  a  general  sessions?]  That  is  not 
always  so.  For  instance,  all  the  justices  of  the  three 
Ridings  of  Yorksfiire  meet  at  York  once  in  every  year: 
that  could  not  be  by  adjournment  from  any  other  ses- 
sions. The  session  which  has  the  limited  power  is 
holden,  according  to  LambanTs  view,  in  the  passage  last 
referred  to,  under  the  first  assignavimus,  not  the  second, 
which  requires  one  of  the  xjuorum.  The  legislature 
have  adopted  the  principle  of  giving  certain  powers  to 
two  or  more  justices,  relying  on  the  advantage  to  be 
derived  from  their  consulting  each  other ;  but  such  petty 
sessions  can  execute  only  sucli  powers  as  the  legislature 
expressly  gives,  or  such  as  may  be  exercised  by  a  smgle 
justice.     It  is  true  that  Lambard^  Eirenarcha^  book  9. 
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1839.  cb.  6.  p.  186.,  says  that,  under  the  first  assignavi- 
^"■"'^  musi  one  justice  of  peace  may  see  that  two  constables 
agairut  be  choseo  in  each  hundred  and  franchise.  He  also 
says,  Duties  of  Constables^  &c.,  p.  5.  (ed.  1619),  that 
the  constables  of  hundreds  were  first  created  by  the 
statute  of  Winchester^  2  stat  IS  £rf.  1.  c.6.  Neither 
of  these  positions  can  be  supported,  as  appears,  indeed, 
with  respect  to  the  latter,  by  the  argument  on  the  other 
side.  It  seems  that  the  only  way  in  which  he  supposed 
that  a  single  justice  can  3ee  to  the  appointment  of  a  high 
constable  was  by  presenting  the  sherifi*  if  he  does  not 
hold  the  torn  for  the  purpose,  or  the  lord  for  not  hold- 
ing the  leet;  Eirenarcha^  book  1.  ch.  9.  p.  46.,  Daltoris 
Justice^  ch,  5.  p.  20. 

There  is,  further,  no  ancient  recognition  of  a  jus- 
tice as  acting  for  a  single  hundred  or  division.  Stat. 
3d  H.  8.  c.  10.  5. 1.  directs  that,*  at  the  general  sessions 
next  after  Easter^  the  justices  shall  divide  themselves, 
assigning  two  at  least,  into  hundreds,  wapentakes,  &c., 
and  the  justices  so  divided  shall  hold  a  sessions  six  weeks 
at  least  before  every  quarter  session.  That  statute  is, 
however,  repealed  by  stat.  37  H.  8.  c.  7«,  which  enacts 
that  all  the  articles  contained  in  the  repealed  statute 
shall  be  enquired  of  before  all  justices  of  peace  at  their 
ancient  quarter  sessions.  In  BurrCs  Justice^  title  Poor 
(vol.  4.  p.  16.  ed.  UOy.  4*  W. ;  vol.  4.  p.  35.  28th 
(Chiity's)  ed.),  it  is  said,  ^*  In  some  of  the  ancient  sta- 
tutes, not  now  in  force,  as  particularly  the  22  H.  8. 
c.  12.,  the  justices  were  required  to  divide  themselves, 
for  the  better  execution  of  the  regulations  concerning 
tiie  poor.  And  thence  came  the  clause  in  the  subsequent 
statutes,  that  the  justices  of  tie  division  were  to  do  such 
and  such  things.  But  as  there  is  no  law  at  present 
which  requires  them  to  divide  for  the  aforesaid  pur- 
poses, 
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poseSf  there  is  properly  no  division^  in  the  sense  which        18S9. 
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the  statutes  intended."  In  Rex\.  Price  {a)  Aston  3. 
said  that,  for  the  purpose  of  granting  an  ale  licence,  agtdnat 
''any  justice  of  the  county,  going  to  the  meeting  in  the 
division,"  was  ''  a  justice  of  the  division  "  within  stat. 
2  G.  9.  c.  28.  5. 1 1.  In  Emm  v.  Stevens  (b)  it  was  held 
that  the  word  **  division,"  in  the  act  for  better  securing 
the  freedom  of  elections,  stat  22  G.  S.  c.  41.  5. 1.,  meant 
something  analogous  to  riding  or  county,  and  not  one 
of  the  different  parts  of  a  county,  &c.,  which  is  all  com- 
prehended in  a  single  commission;  and  there  Lord 
Kenyon  said  (c)  that  the  divisions  were  *'  capriciously 
adopted  in  particular  counties."  Any  one  of  such  di* 
visions  was  not  necessarily  confined  to  one  hundred  or 
wapentake,  nor  coextensive  with  it;  nor  are  divisions 
made  under  stat  9  G.  4.  c.  43.,  for  the  better  regula- 
tion of  divisions  in  the  several  counties  of  England 
and  WaleSf*  so  confined;  and,  therefore,  the  recent 
statute,  10  G.  4.  c.  46.  5.  1,  was  found  necessary,  to 
provide  for  the  duty  formerly  executed  by  the  high 
constable  of  the  hundred,  &c.,  under  such  circum- 
stances. Stat  37  G.^.  c.  143.  5.1.  enables  *' the  jus- 
tices of  the  peace,  at  their  respective  petty  sessions, 
within  the  divisions,  districts,  and  other  places  of  the 
several  counties  in  England  and  WaUs^*  to  appoint 
examiners  of  weights  and  balances;  and  in  Bex  v. 
The  Justices  of  Devon  (d)  it  was  held  that  this  ap- 
plied only  to  divisions  existing  at  the  time  of  the  act 
passing ;  and  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  '<  What  the 
legal  qualities  of  a  division  may  be,  is  perhaps  doubt- 
ful."     It   is    true    that    Dalton,    Just.  c.  28.    p.  56., 

(o)  Note  [a]  to  Bex  t.  Stevens,  Cold,  305.      (6)  4  T.  R.  W4,  459. 
(c)  Page  498.  (d)  i  B,  ^  Aid.  588. 

says, 
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18S9.       sayS}  '^The  luual  manner  is,  that  these  high  constables 

*^'~~       of  hundreds  be  chosen  either  at  the  quarter  sessions  of 
TbeQunir  ^ 

cfonfc  the  peace;  or  if  out  of  the  sessions,  then  by  the  greater 
number  of  the  justices  of  peace  of  that  division  where 
they  dwell ;  and  likewise  that  they  be  sworn  either  at 
the  sessions,  or  by  warrant  from  the  sessions;  which 
course  hath  also  been  often  allowed  and  commended  to 
us  by  the  judges  of  assize."  What  he  means  by  *<  divi- 
sion*' does  not  appear;  but,  as  he  says  that  the  con- 
stables, if  chosen  out  of  sessions  (meaning  general 
sessions),  should  be  sworn  at  the  sessions,  or  by  warrant 
from  the  sessions,  it  seems  that  at  any  rate  he  considered 
the  real  power  to  be  in  the  justices  of  the  county  at 
large,  though  possibly  he  considered  that  the  appoint- 
ment out  of  sessions  was  good  till  the  sessions  had 
assented  or  dissented*  A  constable  chosen  at  the  leet 
may  be  sworn  before  a  single  justice;  Rex  v.  jFran- 
chord  (a) :  the  necessity,  therefore,  of  swearing  a  high 
constable,  chosen  for  a  hundred  at  the  general  sessions, 
must  arise  from  the  power  of  appointment  being  really 
in  the  general  sessions,  not  from  any  incapacity  in  a 
single  justice  to  receive  the  oath  of  office.  The  swear- 
ing, indeed,  appears  to  constitute  the  appointment.  In 
Rex  V.  Whitchurch  (6)  it  was  objected  that  a  church- 
warden signing  a  parish  certificate  had  not  been  sworn 
in ;  the  court,  the  certificate  being  nearly  seventy  years 
old,  said  that  they  would  presume  that  the  church- 
warden had  been  sworn  in;  and  Uttledale  J.  said, 
«  upon  the  question  whether  a  churchwarden  can  law- 
fully do  any  act  before  he  is  actually  sworn  into  office, 
I  entertain  some  doubt.    That  matter  was  not  fully  dis- 

(a)  S  Sir,  11491  (&)  1  B,  (f  C.  SIS. 

cussed 
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cnssed  in  the  case  cited  from  Ventrii^  (a).    In  Bex  v.        1889. 


Tb«  danir 


Hearle  (b)  it  was  found,  on  the  trial  of  a  quo  warranto 

for  exercising  the  office  of  mayori  that  the  defendant        ugwaa 

^     1  t  1  Iff  WATKlMBOKt 

was  duly  elected,  and  that  he  was  not  sworn;  upon 
which  judgment  of  ouster  was  given.  And  in  Rex  v. 
Franchard  (c)  the  quo  warranto  was  applied  for  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  had  not  been  sworn ;  and 
the  reason  for  refusing  the  application  was,  not  that 
swearing  was  unnecessary,  but  that  in  fact  he  had  been 
sworn :  and  there  the  office  was  that  of  constable. 

There  are  numerous  authorities  for  the  position,  that 
the  election  of  head-constable  is  by  the  justices  at  their 
general  sessions :  Bacon^  Law  Tracts^  p.  188.  {d) ;  Shep^ 
pard  on  the  Offices  of  Constables^  &c.,  ch.  7.  s.  8.  (e) ; 
1  Ela.  Com.  SSB.^  citing  Begina  v.  White  {g) ;  Begina  v. 
Wyat{h)\  Charley  Parish's  Case{i);  Com.  Dig.  Leet 
(M  5.}i  citing  TWe  Case  of  the  Constable  of  Stepney  (k). 
There  is  also  a  MS.  opinion  given  in  1811  by  Hol^  . 
rpyd  J.,  when  at  the  bar,  in  which  the  same  view  is 
taken,  and  the  above  cases  are  cited.  There  is  a 
precedent  of  an  indictment  for  refusing  to  execute  the 
office  of  high  constable,  in  the  Crown  Circuit  Companion, 
p.  165  (9th  ed.),  which  is  also  referred  to  in  IVentwortVs 
Pleading  (Index  to  vol.  6.;  tit  vi.):  there  it  is  al- 
leged that  the  defendant  was  elected  at  the  general 
quarter  sessions.     The   Welsh  Judicature  Act,  84  & 

(•)  Jnon^mout  nm,  I  Fmtr.  967,  t  dtod  in  4  Tm.  ^6r.  5S6.  GftuM*. 
wardentf  (A.  9),  pi.  9. 

(6)  1  Str.  6S5.  (c)  8  Ikr.  1149* 

(<0  Tit.  Office  (f  OmuiaNei,  ed.  I7S7. 

(e)  4di  ed.  See  alio  Skepkmf$  Surt  Chude,  fc,  ch.  I.  t.  3.,  and 
ch.  SO.  pp.  13,  996.  (9d  ed.). 

(g)  1  Salk.  ISO.  (A)  1  SaSk,  175,  SSa 

(i)  3  Salk.9B.  (*)  1  Buki.  174. 

SB  H.  8. 
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1889.        85  H.  8.  c.  26.,  which  has  been  cited  on  the  other  side, 

and  which,  says  Barrington  {a\  '*  contains  a  most  com- 

agamst       plete  code  of  regulations    for    the  administration  of 

Watxinsov.      .       ,  .  -  ,  ,      ,  , 

justice,  with  such  precision  and  accuracy,  that  no  one 
clause  of  it  hath  ever  yet  occasioned  a  doubt,  or  re- 
quired an  explanation,'*  affords  a  strong  argument  for 
the  defendant.  Sect.  5S  appoints,  for  every  shire,  jus- 
tices of  peace  and  quorum,  who,  by  sect.  55^  are  not  to 
exceed  eight  in  number,  besides  the  president,  council, 
and  four  Wehh  judges :  sect  57  enacts  "  that  the  said 
justices  of  peace,  or  two  of  them  at  the  least,  whereof 
one  to  be  of  the  quorum,"  shall  hold  sessions  four 
times  a  year,  and  at  other  times  upon  urgent  causes, 
<*  as  justices  of  peace  in  England  use  to  do ;  and  shall 
have  like  power  and  authority  in  all  things,''  <<and 
shall  be  botind  to  use  and  do  their  offices,  in  like 
manner  as  is  used  in  England:**  then  sect.  70  gives  the 
appointment  of  high  constables  to  *^  the  said  justices 
of  the  peace,  or  two  of  them  at  the  least,  whereof  one 
of  them  to  be  of  the  quomm"  This,  by  reference  to 
sect.  57,  clearly  refers  to  the  general  sessions.  Stat 
13  &  14  C  2.  c.  12.  5. 15.  may  be  said  to  relate  only  to 
petty  constables :  but,  supposing  that  to  be  so,  the  in- 
ference is  that,  a  fortiori,  the  legislature  considered 
the  power  to  be  in  the  general  sessions  in  the  case  of 
high  constables,  who  are  officers  of  greater  importance. 
Stat  10  G.  4.  cxcvii.  (local  and  personal,  public),  5. 1. 
gives  the  justices  of  Cheshire^  at  quarter  sessions,  the 
power  of  appointing  special  high  constables  for  hundreds. 
The  high  constables  are  the  servants,  not  of  the  jus- 
tices of  the  hundred  only,  but  of  all  the  justices ;  who,  at 

(a)  OfrwrDOlions  oiitAtf/SkohOefy  456.  Sd  edit. 

the 
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the  general  sessions,  must  be  attended  by  all  the  high        1839. 
constables  la).     It  would  be  highly  inconvenient  if  a      /^ 

^   '  °     •^  The  QuuK 

small  number  of  the  justices  could  make  the  appoint*    ^against 
ment  of  such  an  officer  against  the  will  of  the  whole 
body. 

Further,  it  appears  by  the  case  that  the  defendant  is 
duly  elected  unless  Edmondson  was  previously  elected ; 
and  that  Edmondson  has  not  been  sworn  in.  Now,  un- 
less the  office  was  full  de  jure  and  de  facto,  the  elec- 
tion of  the  defendant  was  good.  But  the  office  cannot 
have  become  full  de  facto  by  Edmondson  appearing  and 
demanding  to  be  sworn;  Bex  v.  Ponsonby  (6).  In  assise 
for  the  office  of  serjeant  at  mace  to  the  House  of  Com- 
mons, it  was  held  no  proof  of  seisin  that  the  party  went 
to  the  House  of  Commons  and  demanded  his  place, 
but  received  no  fees ;  Cragg  v.  NorfoUc  (c),  cited  in  Com. 
Dign  Seisin^  (D).  So  there  must  be  an  user,  as  well 
as  a  daim,  of  office,  to  support  a  quo  warranto ;  Rex 
V.  WhitweU  (d).  In  Ti^ion  v.  Nevinson  (e)  a  mandamus 
to  swear  in  a  party  was  granted,  and  issue  was  joined 
on  the  allegation  that  he  had  been  elected.  This  shews 
that  Edmondson*s  proper  course  would  have  been  to  apply 
for  a  mandamus  directing  the  quarter  sessions  to  swear 
him  in :  if  his  appointment  at  petty  sessions  gave  him 
a  right  to  the  office,  the  Court  would  have  granted  the 
writ;  Bex  v.  Ellis  (g). 


(a)  See  Dalton^t  Juti.  c.  185.  p.  51S. 

(6)  Sa^s  Bep,  345,  cited,  mU.  N.  P.  81 K 

(c)  a  Lev,  108. 

(d)  5  T.  R.  85.     See  Begina  t.  Pepper,  1  A.  ^  E,  745. 

(e)  S  LdU  BoMfm,  1S54. 

(ff)  Note  (a)  to  JUx  t.  Courtent^,  9  £ast,  352.     S.  C.  2  Sir.  994. 
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1889.  Startie,  in  reply.     The  last  point  is  jiot  raised  by 

.  the  case  or  the  pleadings  {a) :  nothing  appears  but  that 

againa  Edmondsofij  having  an  inchoate  right  by  the  election  of 
the  justices,  demanded  to  be  sworn  in,  and  the  sessions 
adjourned  without  either  rejecting  or  granting  his  de- 
mand. In  that  state  of  things  no  election  of  another 
could  be  good. 

The  argument  as  to  convenience  is  in  favour  of  the 
Crown.  If  the  justices  may  appoint  in  pAty  sessions 
delay  will  be  saved.  And  the  exercise  of  the  office 
takes  place  within  the  hundred  only.  It  is  true  that 
the  appointment  was  formerly  made  at  the  torn ;  but 
then  the  torn  was  held,  for  convenience,  in  every  hun- 
dred: Hom^s  Mirror  of  Justices^  p.  108.  ch.  1.  s.  16. 
So,  also,  it  would  appear  to  be  the  most  convenient 
arrangement  that  the  justices  should,  in  each  hundred, 
make  the  appointment  The  least  convenient  would  be 
that  there  should  be  a  canvass  extending  over  the  whole 
county. 

As  to  the  legal  question.  The  relator  contends,  not 
that  the  justices  could  not  elect  at  quarter  sessions,  but 
that  the  commission  warrants  the  election  by  justices  in 
the  hundred,  though  not  assembled  in  quarter  sessions. 
The  change,  after  the  discontinuance  of  the  sheriff's  torn, 
appears  to  have  consisted  in  a  transfer  of  the  power  of 
appointment,  not  merely  to  the  hundred,  but  to  the  jus- 
tices of  the  peace;  and,  in  some  cases,  the  leets  retain  the 
right,  in  which  they  might  be  supposed  to  have  a  vested 
interest;  S  Hawk.  P.  C.  135.  book  2.  c.  10.  s.  37.  {h). 
According  to  Lambardf  Eirenarchoy   book  1.    ch.  4. 

(a)  It  is  not  thought  neceauury  to  refer  to  the  pleadiogi  more  par- 
ticularly. 
(6)  7th  cd. 

p.  20., 
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p.  £0.,  it  was  by  2  stat  1  Ed.  8.  c.  16.  that  the  election        1889. 
of  conservators  or  wardens  of  the  peace  was  transferred       

The  Qaiiv 

from  the  people  to  the  King.     The  commission  follows,        agamst 
in  some  respects,  the  statute  of  fVinehester^  2  stat  1 8  Ed.  1  •       ^''^*^^* 
€.  6.    Whatever  may  be  done  by  the  first  assignavimas, 
that  is,  by  justices  not  of  the  quorum,  may  be  done  at 
special  sessions^     The  first  assignavimus  gives  powem 
analogous  in  many  respects  to  those  of  the  ancient  con- 
servators of  the  peace:  the  second  relates  principally 
to  judicial  duties.     It  is  dear  that  the  justices  do  not 
appoint  high  constables  under  the  second  assignavimus. 
And  it  appears  from  Lombard^  Eirenarchoj  book  2.  ch.  6. 
p.  186.,  that  they  do  so  under  the  first.    It  b  said  that 
the  power  with  respect  to  constables  is  to  be  exercised  by 
presentment  at  general  sessions ;  but  for  this  no  reason 
can  be  given.    [jCokridge  J.    Where  is  the  high  con* 
stable  to  be  sworn?    There  may  be  no  jusUoe  at  the 
leet.]    The  course  here  pursued  is  that  recommended 
in  Dalion*s  Just,j  ch.  28.  p.  50.     The  high  constable^ 
after  his  election,  demanded  to  be  sworn  at  the  quarter 
sessions ;  but  the  swearing  was  not  necessary  to  his  being 
high  constable  de  facto;  Bex  v.  Corfe  Mullen  (a).    The 
election  may,  it  is  true,  be  made  by  as  many  justices  of 
the  county  as  choose  to  meet:  but  it  will  not  follow  from 
this  that  the  act  must  be  done  at  quarter  sessions.    Any 
two  justices ^may  make  a  sessions ;  Dalion^s  Just.  ch.  185* 
p.  511.     All  sessions  not  holden  exclusively  for  a  par^ 
ticular  purpose  may  be  called  general  sessions;  8  JEKztivt. 
P.C.  91.  book  2.  ch.8.  s.  18.;  and  Lambardj  who  ap* 
pears  to  class  under  the  head  of  special  sessions  all  ses- 
sions holden  at  other  than  the  ordinary  times,  still  says, 
Eirenarchoy  c.  20.  p.  628.,  that  at  such  special  sessions 

all 
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1639.        all  articles  within  the  commission  may  be  enquired  of  and 

T'T       .    determined.    "In  Dalian's  Just.  ch.  28.  p.  66^  it  is  said 

agamtt        <<  EveiT  justice  of  peace  may  cause  two  constables  to  be 

Watkihsoh.        ,  ,   ,        , 

chosen  m  each  hundredi"  for  which  Lambard^  190  (a),  is 
cited ;  and  he  adds,  '*  and  this  seemeth  to  be  meant  of 
the  high  constables  of  hundreds,  and  t()  include  and  im- 
ply, of  congruence,  the  swearing  of  them ;  and  seemeth 
to  be  by  virtue  and  force  of  the  statute  of  Winchesterf 
made  ISEJL  1.  and  of  the  commission,  the  first  assig- 
navimus  or  clause.''  The  justices  in  the  hundred  act 
as  justices  of  the  whole  county,  just  as  a  freeholder 
is  a  frieeholder  of  the  whole  county,  but  exercises  his 
rights  in  a  particular  place.  Therefore,  the  authori- 
ties cited  to  shew  that  the  justices  of  divisions  have, 
as  such,  no  specific  power,  do  not  affect  the  relator's 
9ase.  And  this  meets  the  difficulty  suggested  from 
the  possibility  of  there  not  being  enough  justices 
in  the  particular  division.  Stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  43.  has  no 
bearing  on  this  questipn ;  the  enactments  regard  merely 
arrangements  to  be  made  as  to  the  divisions  in  which 
special  sessions  are  to  be  held.  The  argument  urged 
for  the  relator  from  stat.  34  &  35  H.  8.  c.  26.  has  not 
been  answered.  Stat.  13  &  14  C.  2.  c.  12.  5. 15.  shews 
that  the  general  sessions  were  not  called  on  to  act,  in  the 
case  of  petty  constables,  except  on  disapproval  of  those 
appointed  by  the  two  justices.  The  authority  of  Lord 
Bacon^  Office  of  Constables  {b\  has  been  referred  to.  But, 
on  the  question  as  to  the  practice  of  justices  of  peace, 
his  authority  is  of  less  weight  than  that  of  Latnbard  or 
DaUon;  and  his  remarks,  in  ch.  19.,  on  the  origin  of 
the  office  of  high  constable  shew  that  he  was  impei- 

(a)  i^imuireAa,  book  2.  ch.  6.  p.  186.  ed.  1619. 
(6)  Low  TraeUf  p.  183.  ed.  1737. 

fcctly 
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fectly  inrormed :  he  does  not  mention  2  stat  1 S  Ed.  1 .  c.  6.        1 8S9. 
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at  alL  The  language  of  Blackstone,  1  Com.  S55.,  is  not 
borne  out  by  the  authority  which  he  cites.  The  other  ag^rut 
authorities  contain  no  more  than  dicta  not  essential 
to  the  decision  of  the  cases  in  which  they  occurred. 
The  precedent  of  an  indictment,  in  which  the  constable 
is  alleged  to  have  been  elected  at  the  quarter  sessions, 
does  not  shew  that  he  could  not  be  elected  elsewhere : 
it  might  as  well  be  argued  that  a  high  Nonstable  could 
be  elected  only  at  a  court  leet;  for  there  are  many  pre- 
cedents alleging  such  an  election.  In  Bex  v.  Hearle  (a) 
there  was  a  specific  issue  on  the  swearing;  and  that 
was  for  the  office  of  mayor,  from  which  no  argument 
can  be  drawn  as  to  that  of  constable. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  this  term  (Jday  24th),  de- 
livered the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  defendant,  having  been  in  due  form  of  law 
elected,  admitted,  and  sworn  at  the  General  Quarter 
Sessions  into  the  office  of  one  of  the  chief  constables 
of  the  wapentake  of  Staindiffiy  in  the  West  Bidingj  the 
question  is,  whether,  at  the  time  of  his  election,  the 
office  was  not  already  full,  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Edmondson  having  been  previously  elected  and  ap- 
pointed into  the  office,  on  the  same  vacancy,  at  a  petty 
sessions  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  usually  acting  for 
the  same  wapentake,  holden  for  that  declared  purpose. 

The  right  of  appointing  is  admitted,  on  all  hands,  to 
be  in  the  general  body  of  the  justices  of  the  peace, 
since  the  non-user  of  the  sheriff*8  torn.    But  it  was 

(a)  1  8tr.  695. 

Vol.  X.  Y  argued 
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1889.  argued  for  the  crown  that  the  right  may  be  exercised 
"""""~"  even  by  any  single  justice  of  the  peace,  and  at  all 
againtt  evcuts  by  the  regular  meeting  hield  at  a  petty  sessions 
by  those  who  usually  act  in  that  portion  of  the  Riding. 
The  argument  for  the  defendant  was  not  directed 
against  this  doctrine,  when  applied  to  the  right  of 
dealing  with  offenders,  and  acting  in  the  ordinary 
exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  of  the  peace; 
but' a  di£Perence  was  taken  between  such  proceedings 
and  matters  of  election  and  appointment,  which,  being 
vested  in  the  whole  body,  necessarily  and  of  their  own 
nature  import  that  the  whole  body  must  have  the 
opportunity  of  voting  in  the  election  of  their  officer; 
that  they  must  therefore  be  convened  for  that  purpose. 
Manifestly  this  cannot  be  done  by  the  justices  of  the 
peace  of  a  single  wapentake  agreeing  among  themselves 
to  meet  and  make  the  election.  No  particular  method 
of  summoning  is  prescribed  by  law ;  but  any  method 
which  secures  full  notice,  and  allows  all  to  exercise 
their  judgment,  will  suffice.  Now  this  may  well  be 
done,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  has  been  done  in 
favour  of  this  defendant,  at  the  general  sessions,  and 
that  it  was  not  well  done  at  the  petty  sessions  for  the 
wapentake. 

It  follows   that  the  election  of  the  defendant  was 
good ;  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  our  judgment 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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1SS9. 

Haioh  and  Another  against  Brooks. 

ASSUMPSIT.     The  first  count  of  the  declaration  Declaration  in 
1     ,        «  ^  .  A  ««  •  '^    assumpsit,  stat- 

stated  that  heretofore,  to  wit  on  &c.,  ^  m  consiv  ing  that  de- 
deration  that  the  said  plaintiffs,  at  the  special  instance  ^J^\n^^ 


con- 


and  request  of  the  $aid  defendant,  would  give  up  to  hi«i\p]ttmiffi^i!this 
a  certain  guarantee  of  10,000/.  on   behalf  of  Messrs.  YVl^^^  ^o»id 

*^  )eive  up  to  tnm 

John  Lees  and  Son,  Manchester^  then  held  by  the  said  \  certain  gua^ 

plaintiffs,  he  the  said  defendant  undertook,  and  then  moooi:  on 

faithfully  promised  the  said  plaintiffs,  to  see  certain  bills,  tien  held  by 

accepted  by  the  said  Messrs.  John  Lees  and  Sons,  paid  at  ^ermrat,  that 

maturity ;  that  is  to  say,  a  certain  bill   of  exchange"  ^^^f^J^ 

bearing  date  &c.,  drawn  by  plaintiffs  upon  and  accepted  ^^*jA"Vd 

by  the  said  Lees  and  Sons,  payable  three  months  after  »*'  perform  his 

pk'omisej  Plea, 
date,  for  3466/.  ISs.  7^.,   and  made  payable  at  &c.:  t^atthegua. 

r^ntee  was  a 

and  also  a  certain  other  bill,  &c. :  describing  two  other  promise  to  an- 
bills  for  SOOO/,_and  3200/.  drawn  by  plaintiffs  upon  and^ebt  of  another, 

^ --'and  that  there 

"-  "  was  no  agree- 

ment, ftc,  in  writing,  wherein  any  sufficient  consideration  was  stated  (according  to  stat. 
29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  «.  4.).  And  that  the  supposed  guarantee  was  contained  in  the  foUowing 
written  memorandum  signed  by  defendant :  —  '<  Messrs.  HJ*  (the  plaintiffs).  "  In  con- 
sideration of  your  being  in  advance  to  J^.  in  the  sum  of  10,000^  for  the  purchase  of 
cotton,  I  do  hereby  give  you  my  guarantee  for  that  amount  on  their  behalf.     J,  B.** 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on  demurrer,  that\the  words  of  the  guarantee 
did  not  necessarily  imply  a  past  advance ;  and  that,  if  they  left  it  eved  doubtful  whether  a 
future  advance  wits  not  guaranteed,  a  promise  made  in  consideration  of  giving  it  up  was 
valid.     But, 

Held,  further,  that  at  all  events  it  appeared  on  the  pleadings  that  the  plaintiffs  had  de- 
livered something  to  the  defendant,  on  the  faith  of  his  promise,  which  he  at  the  time  con* 
sidered  valuable,  and  this  being  so,  and  no  fraud  imputed,  he  could  not  afterwards  excuse 
a  breach  of  the  promise,  by  alleging  that  the  thing  given  up  was  not  of  the  value  he  had 
supposed. 

Judgment  affirmed  on  error,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber. 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Error,  that  the  guarantee  did  not  necessarily  imply  a  past  ad- 
vance ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  on  a  trial,  might  have  offered  evidence  to  shew  that  future 
advances  had  been  contemplated. 

Held  also,  Mauie  B.  dubitante,  that  the  paper  on  which  the  guarantee  was  written 
appeared  by  the  declaration  and  plea  to  have  been  given  up  by  plaintiffs  to  defendant ;  an  J 
that  this  alone  was  consideration  for  a  promise. 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that,  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  of  fact  raising  the 
question  whether  or  not  the  above  guarantee  had  been  deliverad  up,  the  guarantee  might 
be  given  in  evidence,  though  unstamped. 

^  ^  Y  2       ,       \  accepted 
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1839.  accepted  by  Lees  and  Sons,  and  made  payable  at  &c.: 
jj^^^^  Averment,  that  plaintiffs,  relying  on  defendants  said 
^md  promise,  did  then,  to  wit  on  &c.,  "  give  up  to  the  said 
defendant  the  said  guarantee  of  10,000//'  Breach,  non- 
payment of  the  bills,  when  they  afterwards  came  to  ma- 
turity, by  Lees  and  Sons,  or  the  parties  at  whose  houses 
the  bills  respectively  were  made  payable,  or  by  defend- 
ant, or  any  other  person,  &c. 

Third  plea,  to  the  first  count:  **  That  the  said  sup- 
posed guarantee  of  10,0002.,  in  consideration  of  the 
giving  up  whereof  the  defendant  made  such  supposed 
promise  and  undertaking  as  therein  mentioned,  and 
which  guarantee  was  so  given  up  to  the  said  defend- 
ant as  therein^  mentioned,  was  a  special  promise  to 
answer  the  said  plaintiffs  for  the  debt  and  default  of 
other  persons,  to  wit  the  said  Messrs.  John  Lees  and 
Sons  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned;  and  that  no 
agreement  in  respect  of,  or  relating  to,  the  said  supposed 
,  guarantee  or  special  promise,  or  any  memorandum  or 
note  thereof,  wherein  any  sufficient  consideration  for  the 
said  guarantee  or  special  promise  was  stated  or  shewn, 
was  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  said  defendant,  or 
any  other  person  by  him  thereunto  lawfully  authorized. 
And  the  said  defendant  fiirther  saith  that  the  said  sup- 
posed guarantee,  in  consideration  of  the  giving  up 
whereof  the  defendant  made  the  said  supposed  promise 
and  undertaking  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  and 
which  was  so  given  up  as  therein  mentioned,  was  and 
is  contained  in  a  certain  memorandum  in  writing  signed 
by  the  defendant,  and  which  was  and  is  in  the  words 
and  figures  and  to  the  effect^ following,  that  is  to  say: 
— '  Manchester^  4th  February^  1837.  Messrs.  Haigh 
and  Frances.    Oent.     In  consideration  of  your  being 

in 
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in  advance  to  Messrs.  John  Lees  and  Sona^  in  the  sum  18d9» 
of  10,0002.  for  the  purchase  of  cotton,  I  do  hereby  give 
you  my  guarantee  for  that  amount  (say  lOyOOO/.),  on 
their  behalf.  JoA/i  jSroo^s.'— And^that  there  was  no 
other  agreement  or  memorandum  or  note  thereof,  in 
respect  of,  or  relating  to,  the  said  last-mentioned  sup- 
posed guarantee  or  special  promise :  wherefore  the  said 
defendant  says  that  the  supposed  guarantee,  in  con- 
sideration whereof  the  said  defendant  made  the  said 
supposed  promise  and  undertaking  in  the  said  first 
count  mentioned,  was  and  is  void  and  of  no'  efifect ;  and 
therefore  that  the  said  supposed  promise  and  under- 
taking in  the  said  first  count  mentioned  was  and  is  void 
and  of  no  efiTect.''    Verification. 

Demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  <*that  it  is  admitted 
by  ^the'  plea  that  the  memorandum,  the  givmg  up  of 
which  was  the  consideration  of  the  guarantee  in  the 
said  declaration  mentioned,  was  actually  given  up  to  the 
said  defendant  by  the  said  plaintiffi,  and  the  consider- 
ation was  therefore  executed  by  the  said  defendant,  and 
that,  even  if  the  original  memorandum  was  not  binding 
in  point  of  law,  die  giving  up  was  a  sufficient  consider- 
ation for  the  promise  in  the- declaration  mentioned.'^ 
Joinder. 

The  demurrer  was  argued  in  last  Hilary  term  (a). 

Sir  W.  W.  FolleU  for  the  plaintiA  The  undertaking 
declared  upon  is,  on  the  face  of  it,  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2.  c.  S.  s.  4.  It  is  said» 
however,  that  the  consideration  is  really  insufficient^ 
because  the  guarantee  delivered  up  was  one  which  could 

(a)  Jamutry  18th.    Before  Lord  J}enman  C.  J.|  JAakdakf  WUHams, 
and  Coleri4iie  Jf» 

Y  3  not 
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]:889.       not  haVe  been  sued  upon  consistently  with  the  statute. 
■  But,  assuming  that  to  be  so^  a  promise  in  consideration 

ag^dnst  of  delivering  up  such  a  guarantee  might  still  be  good. 
The  defendant  might,  for  substantial  reasons,  wish  to 
have  the  guarantee  back.  His  mercantile  character  was 
pledged  by  it.  It  might,  on  various  other  accounts,  be 
important  to  him  that  such  a  paper  should  not  remain 
in  the  plaintiff's  hands ;  and,  if  the  bargain  was  made 
upon  any  consideration,  the  Court  will  not  inquire  into 
its  adequacy.  This  principle  was  lately  recognised  in 
Hitchcock  v;  Coker.  (a)  Such  a  promise  might  be  made 
in  consideration  of  delivering  up  a  letter ;  no  one  but 
the  defendant  might  be  able  to  judge  how  far  the  pos- 
session of  it  was  valuable ;  but,  if  the  letter  was  given  up 
at  his  request,  the  rule  would  apply,  that  any  thing  so 
given,  to  the  plaintiff's  detriment,  or  the  benefit  of  the 
defendant,  is  consideration  for  an  assumpsit.  Suppose  the 
undertaking  given  up  had  been  one  rendered  unavailing 
by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  no  action  would  have 
'  lain  upon  it,  but  the  attempt  to  enforce  it  could  not 
perhaps  have  been  resisted  without  injury  to  the  de- 
fendant's mercantile  character;  the  relinquishment  of 
It,  therefore,  would  have  been  good  consideration  for  a 
promise.  The  present  is  a  similar  case.  Release  from  a 
moral  obligation  is  consideration  enough  for  an  express 
promise.  If  it  were  necessary  that  something  should 
be  foregone  to  which  there  was  a  legal  right,  the  de- 
livery of  the  mere  written  paper,  which  contained  the 
.first  guarantee,  was  sufficient  in  this  case.  The  plain- 
stiffs  are  entitled  to  put  some  value  on  the  possession  of 
such  a  paper,  though  not  legally  available;  as  they 
might  on  the  possession  of  a  cancelled  bond,  or  bills 

(a)  6A,tE,  4S8.     And  see  Jrcher  ▼.  Marth,  6  J,  i  £,  959. 

accepted 
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ftceepted  by  the  defendant  on  wrong  stamps.  It  is  not,  1889. 
indeed,  clear  in  this  case  that  the  first  guarantee  was 
▼oid.  In  Boebm  v.  Campbell  (a)  a  similar  guarantee  •guinu 
was  held  to  shew  a  6u£Scient  consideration,  though  the 
advance  for  which  the  security  was  given  had  been 
already  made,  and  it  did  not  appear  more  distinctly 
than  in  the  present  case  that  time  was  to  be  granted* 
Supposing  it  even  questionable  whether  the  former  un- 
dertaking bound  the  defendant,  yet  the  discharge  from 
a  claim,  or  waiver  of  a  defence,  on  which  the  promisee 
might  or  might  not  have  been  legally  entitled  to  succeed, 
is  consideration  enough  to  support  an  assumpsit ;  Long* 
ridge  v.  Daroille  (6),  Shracy  v.  Hie  Bank  of  England  (c). 
Here,  however,  it  appears,  at  all  events,  that  the  ori« 
ginal  guarantee  may  have  been  given  under  circum- 
stances which  rendered  it  morally  binding;  and  that 
brings  it  within  the  principle  of  Lee  v.  Muggeridge  (d) 
and  other  cases  in  which  promises  supported  by  moral 
obligation  have  been  held  suflScient 

Sir  c7«  Campbell^  Attorney  General,  contra. '  First,  the 
original  guarantee  was  void ;  and,  if  so,  then,  secondly, 
the  promise  declared  upon  is  without  consideration. 
First,  the  guarantee  of  February  4. 1887,  expresses  only 
the  past  consideration  of  the  plaintiffs  '*  being  in  adr 
vance."  The  cases  cited  in  note  (1)  to  Osborne  v. 
Rogers  (e)  shew  that  this  is  not  sufficient  ground  for 
an  assumpsit,  no  request  being  alleged.  A  valid  con- 
sideration was  essential  to  a  promise  at  common  law ; 
and,  when  the  Statute  of  Frauds  required  that  the  agree- 

(o)  S  S.  Moore,  16.     S.  C.  8.  Tauni.  679.         (b)  S  B.  t  Aid.  i  17. 
(c)  6  Bing.  754.  ((f)  5  Taunt.  36. 

ifi)  1  WfM.  Bound.  S64. 
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18S9.  jnent,  ia  certain  cases^  should  be  written,  it  thereby 
"~~"~~'  became  necessary,  not  only  that  a  proper  consideration 
against  should  cxist,  but  that  the  writing  should  distinctly  shew 
it:  Wainy.  Warlters  (a),  Saunders  v.  Wakefield {b\  Jen^ 
kins  V.  Reynolds  (c),  Cole  v.  Dyer  (i),  Wood  v.  Benson  (^), 
James  v.  WiUiams  {g).  A  consideration  cannot  be  in- 
tended ;  it  must  be  actually  expressed,  or  necessarily  to 
be  implied ;  Howes  v.  Armstrong  (A),  Raikes  v.  Todd  {i). 
Secondly,  the  guarantee  being  void,  the  undertaking 
substituted  for  it,  without  any  new  consideration,  is 
void  also.  The  case  is  no  better  than  if  a  second  gua* 
rantee  had  been  given  in  the  words  of  the  first.  A 
consideration,  to  support  a  promise,  must  have  some 
value  in  point  of  law ;  Smith  and  Smith's  Case  {k\  and 
other  authorities  cited  in  note[i]  to  Barber  v.  Fox{l). 
Mann  v.  Hughes  (m)  illustrates  the  same  point,  A  man 
may  have  in  his  possession  a  letter  of  which  improper 
use  might  be  made;  but  his  delivering  it  up  is  no  legal 
consideration.  An  unfounded  action  may  create  annoy- 
ance; but  the  renouncing  it  is  no  consideration  in  law 
for  a  promise.  Where,  indeed,  there  is  a  reasonable 
doubt,  in  point  of  law,  whether  the  promisee  would  or 
would  not  succeed  if  the  litigation  were  prosecuted, 
case  is  different:  that  was  so  in  Longridge  v.  Dor^ 
ville  (n)  and  Stracy  v.  The  Bank  of  England  {o).  In 
Shortrede  v.  Cheek  (p)  the  consideration  disclosed  was, 

(a)  S  East,  10.  (6)  4B.4^Ald.  595. 

(c)  SBrod.  4;  B.  14. 

(rf)  lCro.iJ,  461,     S.  a  1  Tyrwh.  304. 

(c)  2  Cro,  i  J,  94.     S.  C.  2  Tyrwh.  98.      .    (g)  S  S.  i  Ad,  1109. 

(A)  I   New  Co,  761.  (t)  HA.  4^  E.  846. 

(k)3LemuS6. 

(/)  2  Wms.  SaufuL  137  «.  5th  ed.     See  Joneiy.  Waite,  5  New  Co,  341. 

(f»)  Note  (a)  to  UUchinton  v.  Hewam^  7  7.  i?.  350. 

(n)  5B,^  Aid,  1 17.  (©)  6  Bing.  754. 

(p)  lA.^  E.  57.     See  WUHnton,  t.  ^ters,  lA.fE.  106. 
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that  the  plaintiff  should  withdraw  a  promissory  note,  1889. 
on  which  he  had  an  unquestioned  right  of  action:  ._ 
and  Parke  J.  said,  <<  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  ffivinir  ^v^uu^ 
up  of  any  note  upon  which  the  plaintiff  might  have 
sued,  would  be  a  su£Scient  consideration."  It  is  ar^ 
gued  that  foregomg  a  security  upon  which  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  had  attached  would  be  a  consideration ; 
but  there  an  action  would  lie  on  the  security  if  the 
statute  were  not  pleaded.  Whether  the  giving  up  a 
bill  drawn  on  a  wrong  stamp  would  be  a  consideration 
or  not  may  be  questionable;  but  the  objection  is  not  one 
of  which  the  Court  would  take  judicial  notice:  here  the 
Court  must  take  notice  that  the  guarantee  is  invalid.  It 
is  contended  here  that  the  promise  is  binding,  because 
grounded  on  a  moral  obligation;  but  that  obligation  rests 
on  a  promise  which  is  itself  not  binding ;  the  new  engage- 
ment, then,  cannot  have  more  force  than  the  original  one. 
In  the  cases  where  a  moral  obligation  has  been  held  suf- 
ficient ground  for  an  express  promise,  the  obligation  has 
been  something  more  than  a  nudum  pactum :  thus,  in 
Lee  y.  Muggeridge  {a)  money  had  been  advanced  by 
the  plaintiff  at  the  request  of  the  promisor.  But  the  doc- 
trine, that  a  moral  obligation  is  sufficient  consideration 
for  a  subsequent  promise,  is  not  free  from  doubt  Lord 
Tenlerden  said,  in  Liiilefield  v.  Shee  (6),  that  it  must  be 
*^  received  with  some  limitation."  The  instances  which 
have  been  considered  as  establishing  that  doctrine  are 
brought  together  in  note  (a)  to  WennaU  v.  Adney  (c), 
and  seem  to  resolve  themselves  into  these  classes.  First, 
where  there  has  been  a  legal  obligation  antecedent  to 
the  promise ;  as  the  duty  of  overseers  to  provide  for  the 

(a)  5  Taunt.  S6.  (6)  ^B,^Ad.%l\. 

(c)  3  Bou  4*  P.  249. 

poor. 
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1889.  poor.  Seoondlji  where  there  was  an  antecedent  equit- 
able liability^  as  that  of  an  executor  to  pay  legacies; 
but  the  doctrine^  as  applicable  to  these  cases,  appears 
to  have  been  overruled.  Thirdly,  where  a  debt 
existed  before  the  promise^  but  the  remedy  was  bar- 
red by  statute;  as  in  the  cases  of  certificated  bank- 
rupts or  discharged  insolvents;  or  where  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  has  attached:  in  these  instances  the 
party  indebted  may  waive  the  statutory  bar  and  oblige 
himself  by  a  promise,  to  pay  the  debt.  Fourthly, 
where  a  promise  merely  voidable  has  been  ratified ;  as 
in  the  case  of  a  person  of  full  age  prombing  to  pay  a 
debt  contracted  during  his  infancy  (a).  In  all  these 
cases,  so  far  as  the  doctrine  is  established,  there  has 
been  an  actual  benefit  received,  or  a  debt,  or  other  ground 
of  l^;al  obligation,  antecedent  to  the  promise  relied  upon : 
not  merely  a  nudum  pactum,  as  in  the  present  instance, 
where  the  party  originally  promising  had  received  no 
benefit,  nor  had  the  plaintiflb  incurred  any  loss  or  pre* 
judice  at  his  request  The  money  had  been  advanced 
when  the  guarantee  was  given ;  then  the  defendant  says, 
<*  Forego  the  guarantee,  and  I  will  see  you  paid."  The 
prior  moral  obligation  was  only  that  which  every  man 
is  under  to  keep  his  word.  Nash  v.  Brcnm  (6),  HcUi* 
day  V.  Atkinson  {c)f  and  Bret  v.  J.  S.  and  his  Wife  (rf) 
(cited  in  note  [6]  to  Barber  v.  Fas  (e) ),  all  shew  that 
nioral  considerations,  where  no  actual  benefit  has  been 
received  by  one  party,  or  prejudice  sustained  by  the 
other,  and  no  legal  duty,  has  attached,  are  not  su£Scient 
* 

(a)  See  Mtyer  v.  Howorih^SA.  i  E,  467. 

(5)  Chitty  on  Bitttf  74.  note  x;  9th  ed  (1840)  by  Chiity  and  Bvlme,  ^ 

(c)  SB.i  C.  501.  ((Q  Cro.  El  755. 

{e)  9  Wms,  SautuL  1S7  e.  5th  ed. 

ground 


IN  1MB  Second  Year  of  VICTORIA.  SI 7 

ground  for  an  assumpsit    As  to  the  delivery^  in  this  casei        1 889. 
of  the  mere  paper,  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  paper  had        ~ 

any  value:  the  contract  of  iruarantee.  not  the  paper  •    againtt 
contammg  it,  was  the  object  really  m  question. 


Sir  fV.  W.  FoUett  in  reply.  It  may  he  collected  from 
the  guarantee  in  this  case,  as  it  was  from  that  in  Boehm 
V.  Campbell  (a),  that  the  consideration  for  giving  it  was 
forbearance;  and,  if  that  appears  with  certainty,  though 
not  expressed  in  direct  terms,  the  guarantee  was  suf- 
ficieot.  Boehm  v.  Campbell  (a)  is  not  over-ruled  by 
Raihes  v.  Todd{b\  This  Court,  in  the  latter  case, 
could  not  see  clearly  that  the  consideration  stated  in  the 
guarantee  was  that  alleged  in  the  declaration :  but  two 
of  the  learned  judges  were  inclined  to  think,  with  Alder* 
ton  B.  who  tried  the  cause,  that  *'  I  hereby  undertake  to 
secure  to  you  the  payment  of  any  sums  of  money  you 
have  advanced  ^  to  ILD.  implied  a  future  forbearance 
by  the  plaintiffs.  So  far,  that  case  is  favourable  to 
the  present  plaintiffs:  and  the  words  relied  upon  by 
them,  *^  I  do  hereby  give  you  my  guarantee  for  that 
amount,'*  are  stronger  than  those  used  in  Bailees  v. 
Todd  (6).  And,  if  it  was  only  doubtful  whether  such  a 
guarantee  was  not  available,  the  giving  it  up  was  a  good 
consideration.  If  the  invalidity  of  it  was  not  a  point  as 
clear  as  that  the  eldest  son  inherits,  the  Court  will  not 
measure  the  degree  of  doubt  It  has  scarcdiy  been  dis- 
puted that  the  giving  up  of  bills  drawn  on  wrong  stamps, 
or  a  contract  on  which  the  Statute  of  Limitations  had 
attached,  would  be  sufficient  consideration:  but  those 
cases  do  not  essentially  differ  from  the  present     The 

(a)  3  B.  Moore,  15.  S,  C  8  Tauni.  679.  (b)  8A,  ^£.  846. 
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1889.       bills  are  void  from  the  first,  and  cannot  be  made  valid; 
though  the  promisor  may  have  good  reason  for  wishing 
>  to  get  them  into  his  possession.    It  is  suggested  that  the 
bar  created  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  may  be  waived ; 
but  so  also  may  that  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds.     It 
is  clear  that,  to  support  a  promise  of  this  kind,  there 
need  not  have  been  an  original  liability  in  the  promisor; 
for  that  is  not  so  in  the  case  of  the  bills,  or  in  that  of  tlie 
contract  made  during  infancy.    That  a  promise  may  be 
founded  on  sufficient  consideration^  though  no  benefit 
has  accrued  to  the  promisor,  appears  from  Stevens  v» 
Lynch{a)^  where  the  drawer  of  a  bill,  knowing  that  time 
had  been  given  to  the  acceptor,  undertook  to  pay  on  the 
acceptor's  default,  and  an  action  was  held  maintainable  on 
that  undertaking.     But,  supposing  the  guarantee  in  this 
case  to  have  been  totally  void,  the  giving  up  of  a  paper 
on  which  no  action  would  lie  may  be  sufficient  consider- 
ation for  a  prombe.      Here  the  plainti£&,  though  not 
entitled  to  recover  on  the  guarantee,  might  have  brought 
trover  for  the  document  if  unlawfully  taken  out  of  their 
hands.    In  considering  whether  or  not  such  an  action 
would  lie,  the  value  wo61d   be  of  no  importance ;  it  is 
enough  for  the  present  argument,  if  the  plaintiff  could 
have  recovered  a  shilling.     Suppose  the  defendant  had 
said,   '^  If  you  will  not  bring  trover,  I  will  pay  the 
bills;"  an  action  would  clearly  have  lain  on  such  an 
agreement,  and  the  case  would  not  have  differed  from 
the  present.     The  consideration  here  is,  not  the  re- 
leasing  of  an  action  on  the  guarantee,  but  the  giving 
it  up ;   whatever  its  value  may  have  been,  the  bargain 
is  binding..    [Coleridge  J.     It  is  decided   in  Scott  v. 

(a)  12  Eati,  SB. 

Jones 
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Janes  {a)  that  trover  lies  for  an  unstamped  document       1839. 
S^it  is  capable  of  being  made  good  by  stamping.]   Any 
paper  may  be  the  subject  of  an  action  of  trover. 

Cur.  adv.  vtdi. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  this  term  {Jime  6th),  de- 
livered the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

This  action  was  brought  upon  an  assumpsit  to  see 
certain  acceptances  paid,  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiffs 
giving  up  a  guarantee  of  10,000/.  due  from  the  ac- 
ceptor to  the  plainti£&.  Plea,  that  the  guarantee  was 
for  the  debt  of  another,  and  that  there  was  no  writing 
wherein  the  consideration  appeared,  signed  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  so  the  giving  it  up  was  no  good  consider- 
ation for  the  promise.  Demurrer,  stating  for  cause 
that  the  ple^  is  bad,  because  the  consideration  was 
executed,  whether  the  guarantee  were  binding  in  law  or 
not.  The  form  of  the  guarantee  was  set  out  in  the 
plea«  **  In  consideration  of  your  being  in  advance  to 
Messrs.  John  Ijees  and  Sons,  in  the  sum  of  10,000/.  for 
the  purchase  of  cotton,  I  do  hereby  give  you  my  gua- 
rantee for  that  amount  (say  10,000/.),  on  their  behalf. 
John  Brooks*** 

It  was  argued  for  the  defendant  that  this  guarantee  is 
of  no  force,  because  the  fact  of  the  plaintiffs  being 
already  in  advance  to  Lees  could  form  no  consideration 
for  the  defendant's  promise  to  guarantee  to  the  plaintiffs 
the  payment  of  Lee^s  acceptances.  In  the  first  place, 
this  is  by  no  means  clear.  That  *'  being  in  advance '' 
must  necessarily  mean  to  assert  that  he  was  in  advance 
at  the  time  of  giving  the  guarantee,  is  an  assertion 
open  to  argument.   It  may  possibly  have  been  intended 

*;        (a)  4  Taunt.  865. 

as 
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1839.  as  prospective.  If  the  phrase  had  been  **  in  consider- 
TT"  ation  of  your  becoming  in  advance,^  or  "  on  condition  of 
against       your  being  in  advance^''  such  would  have  been  the  clear 

0EOOKf» 

import  (a).  As  it  is,  nobody  can  doubt  that  the  de- 
fendant took  a  great  interest  in  the  afiairs  of  Messrs. 
Leesy  or  believe  that  the  'plaintiffs  had  not  come  under 
the  advance  mentioned  at  the  defendant's  request  Here 
is  then  sufficient  doubt  to  mak^  it  worth  the  defendant's 
while  to  possess  himself  of  the  guarantee ;  and,  if  that  be 
so^  we  have  no  concern  with  the  adequacy  or  inade^ 
quacy  of  the  price  paid  or  promised  for  it. 

But  we  are  by  no  means  prepared  to  say  that  any 
circumstances  short  of  the  imputation  of  fraud  in  fact 
could  entitle  us  to  hold  that  a  party  was  not  bound  by 
a  promise  made  upon  any  consideration  which  could  be 
valuable;  while  of  its  being  so  the  promise  by  which  it 
was  obtained  from  the  holder  of  it  must  always  affi>rd 
some  proof. 

Here,  whether  or  not  the  guarantee  could  have  been 
.  available  within  the  doctrine  of  Wain  v.  Warlters  (i), 
the  plainti£&  were  induced  by  the  defendant's  promise 
to  part  with  something  which  they  might  have  kept,  and 
the  defendant  obtained  what  he  desired  by  means  of 
that  promise.  Both  being  free  and  able  to  judge  for 
themselves,  how  can  the  defendant  be  justified  in  break- 
ing this  promise,  by  discovering  afterwards  that  the 
thing  in  consideration  of  which  he  gave  it  did  not 
possess  that  value  which  he  supposed  to  belong  to  it? 
It  cahnot  be  ascertained  that  that  value  was  what  he 
most  regarded.  He  may  have  had  other  objects  and 
motives;  and  of  their  weight  he  was  the  only  judge; 

(a)  See  the  discussion  on  the  words  "  for  giTing  his  rote,"  in  Lord 
SutaingUwerr.  Gardiner,  IS.^  a  297.. 
(6)  5  £(ut,  10. 

We 
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We  therefore  think  the  plea  bad:  and  the  demurrer       1889. 


must  prevail. 


Hamb 

Judgment  for  the  pluntifis.        <««>^ 


There  was  also,  in  this  case,  an  issue  of  fact,  raising 
the  question  whether  or  not  the  plaintiffs  had  given  up 
the  original  guarantee*  On  this  issue  the  parties  went 
to  trial  at  the  Liverpool  Spring  assizes,  l%S9f  before 
Alderson  B.  The  plaintiffi  called  on  the  defendant  to 
produce  the  guarantee.  On  production  it  appeared  to 
be  unstamped,  and  Cressnoettj  for  the  defendant,  therefore 
objected  to  its  being  read.  Alderson  B.  admitted  it;  and 
the  plaintiffs  had  a  verdict  Cressfwell  moved  for  a  new 
trial  in  the  ensuing  term,  on  account  of  the  admission 
of  that  evidence ;  and  he  cited  Jardine  y.  Paine  (a).  Pat^ 
teson  J.  mentioned  Coppock  v.  Bower  (b)  and  Walliss  v. 
Broadbent  (c).  The  rule  was  afterwards  made  absolute 
by  consent  The  cause  was  tried  again  at  the  lAverpool 
Spring  assizes,  1840,  before  Erskine  J.  The  guarantee 
was  not  produced,  having  been  destroyed  since  the  last 
trial ;  but  the  learned  Judge  (assuming  it  not  to  have 
been  stamped)  allowed  evidence  to  be  given  of  its  con<i 
tents ;  and,  on  this  ground,  CresmeUj  in  the  ensuing 
Easter  term,  moved  for  a  new  trial  (d).  He  referred 
to  Crisp  v.  Anderson  {e)  and  GiUett  v.  AbJxM  (g). 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  the  same  term  {April  27th, 
1840)  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  C!ourt  This  was 
an  action  on  an  agreement  made  in  consideration  of 

(a)  iS.^Ad.  663.  (Jb)  4  J/,  j-  r.  361. 

(c)  AA.iE.  877* 

((0  April  16Ch.     Before  Lord  JDmnwn  C.  J.,  LUtledale,  Paiteson^  and 
Coleridge  Js. 
(e)  1  Stark.  N.  F.  C.S5.  (s)  7^1.  j- J&78S. 

giving 
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1889.       giving  up  a  former  guarantee.    Plea,  that  the  guarantee 

was  not,  in  fact,  given  up.    On  a  former  trial,  before 

against       AldcTion  B.,  the  paper  in  question  was  produced,  with- 

Broou. 

out  a  stamp.  The  learned  Judge  rieceived  the  evidence ; 
and  we  thought  the  case  sufficiently  doubtful  to  grant  a 
rule  for  a  new  trial.  The  plaintiff  submitted  to  its 
being  made  absolute;  and  a  second  trial  took  place 
before  my  Brother  Erskine  at  the  last  assizes.  In  de- 
ference to  the  former  decision,  which  had  not  been 
overruled  but  was  only  in  a  course  of  investigation, 
and,  as  we  understand,  with  some  intimation  that  he 
thought  the  evidence  admissible,  he  received  evidence 
that  the  paper  (at  the  time  of  the  trial  destroyed)  had 
been  given  up  in  an  unstamped  state,  which  raised  pre- 
cisely the  same  point.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial,  on 
this  ground,  has  now  been  made :  but  upon  more  con- 
sideration we  agree  in  opinion  with  the  two  learned 
Judges,  and  think  that  the  paper,  for  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  produced,  required  no  stamp. 

The  authority  mainly  relied  on  for  the  opposite 
doctrine  is  Jardine  v.  Paine  {a)  i  but  the  unstamped 
paper  there  was  the  very  bill  of  exchange  in  respect  of 
which  the  action  was  brought,  and  through  which  the 
plaintiff  must  have  made  out  his  title  to  recover.  There 
was  an  attempt  to  resort  to  the  unstapaped  paper  to  shew 
the  amount  due,  which  would  have  been  successful  if 
the  acknowledgment  referring  to  it  had  been  made  to 
the  plaintiff:  but  it  was  made  to  the  holder  of  the  bill ; 
and  direct  proof  of  the  bill  was  therefore  necessary. 
The  principle  of  that  decision  may  be  taken  from  Lord 
Tenterden^s  words  In  giving  judgment;  it  cannot  be 
proved  unstamped,  as  a  security.     Now  the  paper  here 

(a)  IB.iAd.  663. 

called 
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called  a  guarantee  was  not  wanted  as  a  security,  but  as       1889. 


Hams 


a  description  of  the  consideration  for  the  defendants 

promise.     An  inadequate  security  might,  from  various       agnnat 

Baoou* 
motives,  be  a  very  good  consideration;  and  this  docu- 
ment, if  produced,  might  have  been  read  to  the  jury  to 
shew  that  it  answered  the  description  in  the  declar- 
ation of  a  guarantee,  though  it  was  not  a  binding  gua- 
rantee for  want  of  a  stamp.  If  the  defendant  had 
simply  pleaded  that  the  guarantee  was  without  a  stamp, 
such  plea  would  have  been  held  bad  on  demurrer. 

Rule  refused. 

The  plaintiffs  having  signed  judgment,  eiTor  was 
brought  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  the  judgment 
below  was  affirmed.  The  arguments,  and  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Error,  may  conveniently  be  inserted  here. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 
(Error  from  the  Queen^s  Bench.) 

Brooks  against  Haioh  and  Another.  june^sih. 


1840. 


nPHE  writ  of  error  set  out  the  pleadings,  of  which  the 
material  part  is  stated  in  the  preceding  report. 
The  errors  assigned  were,  that  the  declaration  is  in- 
sufficient, and  that  the  judgment  was  for  the  plaintiffs 
below,  whereas  it  ought  to  have  been  for  the  defendant. 
The  writ  of  error  was  argued  in  Trinity  vacation  (June 
22d)  1840,  before  Lord  Abinger  C.  B.,  Bosanquet^  Coft- 
snaif,  and  Matde  Js.,  and  Alderson  and  Moilfe  Bs. 

Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney  General,  for  the  plaintiff  in 

error,  the  defendant  below,  contended,  on  the  authorities 

VOL.X.  1  ,     before 
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1840.  before  cited,  that  the  origpuial  guarantee  was  void,  being 
on  a  consideration  executed,  and  not  all^^  to  have 
been  executed  at  the  defendant's  request.  [Alderson  B* 
Is  not  it  ambiguous  whether  the  words,  <^  in  consider- 
ation of  your  being  in  advance,''  refer  to  the  being 
already  in  advance,  or  being  so  in  future  ?]  The  lan- 
guage is  unambiguous,  and  will  not  bear  a  prospective 
construction.  Boehm  v.  Campbell  {a)  was  decided  whUe 
^  a  doubt  still  prevailed  as  to  the  doctrine  of  Wain  v. 
Wdrlters  (i) ;  but  in  Boehm  v.  Campbell  {a)  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  thought  that  the  consideration  of  for- 
bearance sufficiently  appeared  by  the  written  agreement 
Here  it  is  neither  stated  in  the  guarantee,  nor  necessarily 
to  be  collected  from  it ;  Raikes  v.  Todd  (c),  therefore,  is 
an  authority  for  the  defendant  below.  Then  no  action 
would  have  lain  on  this  guarantee ;  and,  if  so,  is  the 
giving  it  up  sufficient  consideration  for  a  new  promise? 
Such  an  act  is  no  consideration  unless  the  thing  given 
up  be  of  some  merchantable  value.  Thus  in  Com.  Dig.j 
Action  upon  the  Ca$e  ttpop  Assumpsit^  (F  8.),  (cited  by 
Hdroyd  J.  in  Longtidge  v.  DorviUe{d))  it  is  said 
that  the  action  does  not  lie  upop  a  promise  *'  in  con- 
sideration of  a  surrender  of  a  lease  at  will ;  for  the  lessor 
might  determine  it"  There  is,  indeed,  a  qualification 
added ;  *'  unless  there  was  a  doubt,  whether  it  was  a 
lease  at  will,  or  for  years : "  but  even  then,  unless  the 
doubt  were  a  very  reasonable  and  well-grounded  one,  the 
action  would  fail.  In  Smith  and  Smith's  Case  (e)  the 
alleged  consideration  for  an  assumpsit  was,  that  the 
promisee  *^  would  commit  the  education  of  his  children, 

(a)  S  B.  Moore,  15.    &  C  8  Tauni.  679.  (b)  5  East,  10. 

(c)  SA.tB.  846.  (iQ  BB.ffAUL  12S. 

(€)  SL«Ofi.SS. 

and 
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^md  the  disposition  of  his  goods  after  his  death  during 
the  minority  of  his  said  children,  for  the  education  of 
the  said  children''  to  the  defendant;  and  this  was  held 
not  sufficient,  the  consideration  being  only  to  have  the 
disposition  of  the  goods  for  the  benefit  of  the  children, 
and  not  for  the  defendant's  profit  There  must  be 
some  advantage  to  the  promisor,  or  detriment  incurred 
by  the  promisee  at  his  request.  [Moule  J.  It  need  not  be 
pecuniary.  Lord  Abinger  C.  B.  In  Smith  and  Smittfi 
Case  {a)  the  suggestion  in  support  of  the  consider* 
ation  was  that  the  defendant  was  to  reap  a  pecuniary 
advantage,  which  the  Court  would  not  presume,  because 
his  doing  so  would  have  been  a  breach  of  trust]  The 
advantage  must  be  such  as  can  be  appreciated  in  a  court 
of  law.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  promises  in 
consideration  of  forbearance  to  sue  have  been  held  void, 
where  there  was  no  suit  that  could  have  been  forborne:' 
Tooley  v.  Windham  (i).  Barber  v.  Fox  (c),  Loyd  v. Lee  (i). 
It  IS  true  that  the  giving  up  a  doubtful  point  of  law 
has  been  held  a  good  consideration,  as  in  langridge  v. 
Dorvitte  {e) ;  and  it  may  be  so  where  a  reasonable  doubt 
exists ;  but  in  this  case  there  could  be  no  doubt  on  the 
iBvalidity  of  the  first  guarantee.  lAIdersan  B.  What  is 
the  ground  on  which  the  giving  up  a  doubtful  point  of 
law  is  a  consideration  ?  To  whom  must  it  be  doubtful  ? 
The  Court  which  decides  upon  the  assumpsit  must  be 
supposed  capable  of  deciding  the  point  of  law.]  There 
is  a  degree  of  uncertainty  which  the  courts  will  notice. 
iMatde  J.  referred  to  Jones  v.  BandaU{g).^  In  Stracy 
V.  The  Bank  of  England  {h)  the  point  which  might  have 


(a)  3  Leon,  88. 
(c)  ^  Sound, ^se. 
(e)  SB.  t  Aid,  in. 
(A)  6Bmg.'J54. 


(6)  Cro,  JSNm.  206. 
(d)  lAfti.'94. 
(«)  1  Couip.  37. 
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1840.  been  litigated  was  one  of  great  nicety  and  difficulty. 
Tindal  C.  X,  in  bis  judgment,  so  describes  it  The 
argument  on  moral  obligation  can  apply  only  to  the 
first  guarantee;  the  terms  of  the  declaration  do  not 
admit  of  its  being  extended  to  the  second.  And  on  the 
first  guarantee  no  consideration  appears,  except  the 
general  obligation  to  perform  a  promise. 

The  Court  below,  in  their  judgment,  argue  that  the 
words  ^Mn  consideration  of  your  being  in  advance" 
might  mean  '*on  condition  of  your  being  in  advance ;" 
and  suggest,  as  rendering  this  probable^  that  the  plain- 
tifi  must  have  come  under  the  advance  at  the  defend- 
ant's request;  a  supposition  not  confirmed  by  any  thing 
which  appears  on  the  record:  and  they  ground  upon 
it  the  observation,  ^'Here  is  then  sufficient  doubt  to 
make  it  worth  the  defendant's  while  to  possess  himself 
of  the  guarantee ;  and,  if  that  be  so,  we  have  no  concern 
with  the  adequacy  or  inadequacy  of  the  price."  They 
also  say ;  **  Whether  or  not  the  guarantee  could  have 
been  available  within  the  doctrine  of  Wainv.  WarUers{a)j 
the  plaintiffs  were  induced  by  the  defendant's  promise 
to  part  with  something  which  they  might  have  kept, 
and  the  defendant  obtained  what  he  desired  by  means 
of  that  promise."  {Maule  J.  The  record  does  not 
shew  that  any  document  was  in  the  plaintiff's  posses-  • 
sion.  <*  Giving  up"^  the  guarantee  might  be  merely  re- 
linquishing the  contract*  Alderson  B.  If  they  held  a 
written  guarantee,  it  might  have  been  given  up  by  can- 
celling merely.]  The  Court  below  argue  that  the 
defendant  cannot  be  justified  in  breaking  hi^  promise 
by  discovering  that  the  thing  in  consideration  of  which 
he  gave  it  did  not  possess  that  value  \^hich  he  sup- 

posed 
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posed  to  bdoDg  to  it  **  It  cannot  be  ascertained/'  they  1840. 
say,  *'  that  that  value  was  what  he  most  regarded.  He 
may  have  had  other  objects  and  motives ;  and  of  their 
weight  be  was  the  only  jadge/'  But  this  reasoning 
would  support  a  promise  even  in  such  a  case  as  Barber 
V.  FoT  {a).  [The  plaintifi  contend  that  trover  would 
have  kin  for  the  paper;  but  it  may  be  inferred,  even 
from  ScM  V.  Jones  (&),  that  this  would  not  be  so  unless 
the  paper  had  some  real  value. 

Sir  fF.  W.FcUett^  contrik.  As  to  the  observation  that 
no  actual  delivery  of  a  written  paper  appters,  if  that 
were  considered  important,  the  pUuntifi  would  ask 
leave  to  amend.  The  point  was  not  taken  on  the 
former  argument ;  and,  when  tfie  declaration  speaks  of 
giving  up  a  guarantee,  which  it  describes  as  <*  then 
held"  by  the  plaintiffi,  it  cannot  reasonably  be  supposed 
that  nothing  is  meant  but  foregoing  an  engagement. 
Supposing  that  no  action  would  have  lain  on  the  first 
guarantee,  here  is  an  agreement  between  persons  com- 
petent to  make  contracts,  without  imputation  of  fraud 
on  either  side,  by  which  one  is  to  give  up  an  under- 
taking signed  by  the  other,  and  the  other,  in  consider- 
ation of  it,  is  to  provide  for  certain  bills.  It  is  assumed, 
without  reason,  that  the  defendant's  only  object  in  desirihg 
to  have  the  guarantee  back  must  have  been  to  prevent 
an  action.  He  might  not  choose  that  his  name  should 
remain  abroad  in  the  mercantile  world,  annexed  to  such 
adocument  It  implies  an  admission  which  he  might 
think  proper  to  recall.  He  might  not  wish,  if  sued,  to 
be  put  to  a  defence  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds.    If  he 

(a)  3  SauntL  136.  (6)  4  TawU.  S65. 

Z  3  attached 
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1840.       attiiched  a  value  to  the  document  from  any  cause,  how- 
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ever  inadequate,  as  a  man  might  be  willing  to  give  an 
^amit  immoderate  price  for  a  picture  or  autograph,  the  Court 
will  not  inquire  into  the  goodness  of  the  bargain. 
Giving  up  any  thing  of  which  they  were  possessed  was 
a  disadvantage  to  the  plaintifi ;  and  the  defendant  here 
was  benefited  by  it.  The  case,  therefore,  differs  from 
that  of  a  mere  forbearance  to  sue,  where  nothing  is  given 
and  received.  The  law  of  Smith  and  Smith* s  Case  {a) 
msij  be  doubted.  If  the  promisee  there  complied  with 
terms  by  which  the  defendant  obtained  something  from 
hin^  although  those  terms  could  not  authorise  the 
making  of  any  illegal  profit,  it  would  seem  that  the  de- 
fendant was  bound. 

But  an  action  here  might  have  been  maintained  on 
the  first  guarantee.  The  doctrine  of  Wain  v.  WarUen(b) 
cannot  now  be  disputed,  though  the  decision  may  be 
regretted  as  going  beyond  the  object  contemplated  by 
the  Statute  of  Frauds.  But  the  consideration,  though 
it  must  be  stated,  need  not  be  set  forth  with  all  the  accu- 
racy of  special  pleading ;  Baikes  v.  Toddle)  shews  this. 
And,  unless  the  written  agreement  is  so  expressed  thai 
it  must  necessarily  have  been  a  nudum  pactum,  those 
irelying  upon  it  may  shew,  by  the  situation  of  the  parties 
and  by  other  extrinsic  circumstances  adduced  in  evi* 
dence,  that  a  valid  consideration  was  contemplated.  '*  In 
consideration  of  your  being  in  advance,*'  may  refer  to 
fiiture  advances ;  and  the  plaintifik  might  shew  thatit  did 
so,  by  evidence  that  at  the  time  of  making  the  promise 
there  had  been  no  advance.  Even  if  the  advance  were 
a! past  one,  the  language,  which  is  that  of  the  party 

(a)  SX#0n.  SS.  (h)  S  East,  la  (e)  S  A.  4:  E.  846. 

promising, 
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promising,  will  be  taken  most  strongly  against  himself,  1840. 
and  may  be  presumed  to  mean  that  the  advance  was  at 
his  request.  It  is  clear,  from  several  cases,  that  the 
courts,  in  estimating  the  consideration  of  a  written 
agreement,  will  look  at  the  extrinsic  circumstances. 
This  was  so,  to  a  certain  extent,  in  Morris  v.  Stacy  (a) ; 
Tindal  C.  J.  refers  to  such  circumstances  in  Stray  v. 
The  Bank  of  England  {b) ;  so  also  does  Bichardson  J. 
in  Boehm  v.  Campbell  (c).  In  Newbury  v.  Armstrong  (dj 
Tindal  C.  J.  took  into  consideration  the  probable  state 
of  fiicts,  as  he  inferred  it  from  the  terms  of  the  gua* 
rantee;  and  that  inference  might  clearly  have  ^been 
supported  or  varied  by  other  proof.  In  Shortrede  v. 
Ckeet  (e)  the  guarantee  required,  as  consideration  for 
the  defendant's  promise,  that  the  plaintiff  should  with- 
draw '*  the  promissory  note ; "  and  this  was  alleged  in 
die  declaration  to  have  been  a  note  given  to  the  plain- 
tiff by  one  Henry  Cheeky  which  note  was  proved  to  have 
been  so  given.  It  was  urged  that  the  statement  of 
consideration  on  the  guarantee  was  uncertain,  because  it 
did  not  refer  to  this  note  in  particular :  but  the  Court 
held  otherwise ;  and  Utiledale  and  Parke  Js,  observed 
that,  on  the  evidence,  only  one  note  had  appeared  to 
be  in  question.  So,  here,  it  might  be  shewn  by  evidence 
that  there  was  no  advance  in  question,  prior  to  the  gua- 
rantee. Saikes  v.  Todd  (g)  is,  in  principle,  an  authority 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  declaration  there  stated, 
as  a  consideration  for  the  alleged  promise,  future  ad- 
vances, and  not  a  forbearance  in  respect  of  advances 
past;   had  the  count  been  properly  framed,  it  might 

(a)  Bolt,  N.  P.  C.  153.  (»)  €Bmg.  754. 

(c)  S  B.  Moore,  15.  (d)  6  Sing.  201. 

(•)  U.^E.  57.  {g)nA.^  E.  846. 
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1840.  have  been  shewn  by  evidence;  that  the  guarantee  had, 
in  fact,  reference  to  both.  The  guarantee  itself  was  not 
impeached.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  acceded  to  the 
doctrine  of  that  case  in  Kennaway  v.  Treleavan{a) 
(where  they  held  that  the  consideration  was  su£ScientIy 
disclosed) ;  and  Newbury  v.  Armstrong{b)  was  there  re- 
lied upon  as  an  authority. 

Supposing,  however,  that  an  action  would  not  have 
lain  ,on  the  first  guarantee,  yet»  if  the  law  upon  the 
subject  was  doubtful  (though  Boehm  v.  CcmpbeU{c) 
makes  it  clear  on  the  side  of  the  plaintifis),  and  the 
parties,  upon  that  doubt,  entered  into  a  bargain  for  the 
abandonment  of  the  guarantee,  such  bargain,  made  with 
a  knowledge  of  all  tlie  facts,  is  binding ;  Longrit^e  v. 
DorviUe{d),  Stracy  v.  The  Bank  qfEngland{e)^  Com.  Dig.^ 
Action  upon  the  Case  upon  Assumpsit^  (F  8.}»  referring  to 
1  BoU.  Abr.  23,  Aaion  sur  Case^  (V),  pi.  £7»  2S.{g),  It  is 
indeed  asked,  who  is  supposed  to  entertain  the  doubt  in 
point  of  law?  But  matters  of  law  may  be  considered  as 
doubtful  to  the  courts ;  and  arrangements  in  equity  are 
often  made  on  the  groupd  of  the  law  being  doubtful. 
\^Bosanquet3.  A  point  may  be  considered  so,  on  which 
learned  men  differ.  Lord  Abinger  C.  B«  It  is  carry- 
ing fiction  too  far  to  say  that  the  courts  must  always 
know  how  the  law  will  be.]  The  parties  here  have 
made  their  contract  on  a  consideration  which  they, 
knowing  all  the  facts,  thought  beneficial ;  and  this  is 
enough.  Merchantable  or  pecuniary  value,  in  any 
more  limited  sense,  is  not  to  be  insisted  upon.    The 

(a)  SM.tW.  49S.  (6)  6  Bing.  201. 

(c)  S  B.  Moore,  15.  &  C  S  T<^ni,  679. 

{d)  8B.^  Aid.  117.  (e)  6  JShtg.  754. 

(g)  Comjffu  refers  to  Kent  t.  IVttf,  BrownL  {•  Gotd,  S.,  the  case  cited 
by  RoUe.  But  it  does  not  appear  that  any  doubtful  point  of  Isft  was 
there  contemplated. 

case 


(a)  13  Etut,  38.  (6)  5  Taimf.  36. 

(c)  I  New  Cb.  490. 
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case  falls  within  the  principle  of  Stevens  v.  Lynch  {a\        1840. 
and  abo  within  that  of  Lee  v.  Muggeridge  (i)  and  other       — — 

Brooks 

decisions  which  have  turned  upon  moral  obligation.  It  againtt 
results  from  all  these  authorities  that,  if  parties,  having 
made  an  engagement  which  ought  to  bind  them  but  is 
incapable  of  being  enforced,  replace  it  by  another,  that 
new  engagement  is  valid  in  law.  If  the  contrary  doctrine 
could  prevail,  Sirhat  limit  would  there  be  to  objections? 
Would  a  second  or  third  renewal  of  guarantees  be  void 
on  account  of  the  original  defect  ? 

Lastly,  as  was  contended  below,  if  the  consideration 
amounts  to  no  more  than  the  delivering  up  of  a  paper 
at  the  defendant's  request,  the  Court  cannot  say  that  it 
is  insufficient.  If  they  do,  at  what  point  will  they 
allow  sufficiency  of  consideration  to  begin  ?  Would  the 
giving  up  an  autograph,  or  a  horse  or  dog  of  no  mer- 
chantable value,  be  sufficient  ?  [Lord  Abinger  C.  B. 
The  Attorney  General  cited  the  case  of  a  lease  at  will.] 
That  relates  to  a  surrender,  not  the  giving  up  of  a  docu« 
ment.  Papers,  though  ineffectual  for  the  purpose  con- 
templated in  drawing  them  up,  may  have  a  value  from 
the'mere  wish  of  a  party  to  get  them  into  his  own  hands. 
{Bolfe  B.  The  Lord  Chancellor  has  said  that  he  will 
never  compel  the  giving  up  of  an  instrument  which  is 
void  on  the  face  of  it.]  An  application  in  equity  for 
that  purpose  is  very  different  from  the  enforcing  of  a 
bargain  to  give  up  something  which  is  considered 
valuable.  [Bosanquet  J.  Is  not  the  document  pro- 
perty, however  small  the  value?]  Yes;  and  trover 
would  lie  for  it.  In  Wilkinson  v.  Oliveira  (c)  it  was 
held  sufficient  consideration,  for  a  promise  to  pay  1000/., 
that  the  plainti£^  being  possessed  of  a  certain  letter,  had 


given 
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18404  given  it  to  tbe  defendant.  It  is  true  that  the  defendant 
""***  was  alleged  to  have  made  a  beneficial  use  of  the  letter ; 
^«>tN<t  but  that  was  not  an  essential  part  of  the  consideration. 
Here  the  defendant  could  judge  of  the  value  of  the  do- 
cument, BXkdf,  using  his  judgment,  made  the  promise. 
He  cannot  now  annul  it  cm  the  ground  that  the  instru- 
ment was  of  no  value. 

Sir  J.  Qmpbdl^  Attorney  General,  in  reply.  The 
last  argument  rests  on  a  fallacious  assumption.  The 
bargain  declared  upon  was,  not  for  the  delivery  of  a 
piece  of  paper,  but  for  the  release  of  a  contract  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  paper  itself  may  not  even  now 
be  in  the  plaintifis'  possession.  ,  The  plea,  that  the 
guarantee  was  of  no  effect,  agrees  with  this  view  of  the 
case.  The  main  argument  on  the  other  side,  assuming 
the  first  guarantee  to  be  void,  is,  in  effect,  that,  because 
it  was  given  up  at  the  defendant's  request,  he  b  estopped 
from  saying  that  such  an  abandoment  was  no  consider- 
tion  for  his  promise.  But  this  is.  contrary  to  the  prin- 
ciple of  many  placita  in  Com.  Dig.  Action  upon  the 
Case  upon  Assumpsit^  (F  8.),  already  cited.  On  tKose 
authorities,  if  the  right  foregone  was  in  reality  null, 
it  cannot  be  material  that  the  parties  made  their 
agreement  on  a  contrary  supposition.  The  question 
therefore  really  is,  whether  the  first  guarantee  was  valid 
or  not  It  is  established  by  Wain  v.  WarUers  (a)  that, 
under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  no  notice  can  be  taken  of 
a  consideration  not  in  writing ;.  and  in  no  instance  has  a 
guarantee  been  held  good,  where  a  sufficient  consider- 
ation did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  In 
Kennatoajf  v.  IVeleaoan  (b)  Parke  R  says,  *<  I  accede 
to  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Denman^  in  the  case 

(a)  5  Eatt,  10.  (6)  5  U.  f  r.  500. 

of 
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ciRaiies  r.  Todd  {a\  which  has  been  referred  to,  that^  1840. 
in  all  these  cases,  the  proper  course  is  to  look  at  the 
instrument,  and  see  whether  the  consideration  stated  in 
it  be  the  same  with  that  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and 
no  other/'  Here  the  attempt  is  to  vary  the  consider- 
ation appearing  on  the  instrument  by  parol  eyidence, 
which  would  virtually  repeal  the  Statute  of  Frauds  as  to 
thb  point.  It  was  not  suggested  in  Baikes  v.  Tddd  {a) 
that  the  statement  of  consideration  could  be  explained 
by  oral  testimony.  Tindal  C  J.,  in  his  judgment  in 
Hones  v.  Armstrong  {b),  lays  it  down  that  the  consider* 
ation  must  appear  by  the  writing  itself,  if  not  in  terms, 
yet  so  *'  that  any  person  of  ordinary  capacity  must 
infer  from  the  perusal  of  it,  that  such,  and  no  other,  was 
the  consideration  upon  which  the  undertaking  was 
given.''  Here  the  instrument,  unassisted  by  extrinsic 
evidence,  discloses  no  legal  consideration.  A  past  con- 
sideration would  be  none,  unless  a  request  were  shewn. 
The  second  guarantee  does  not  shew  even  a  probability 
that  the  advance  therein  referred  to  was  an  advance 
at  the  defendant's  request.  And  the  words  <'  in  con-*- 
sideration  of  your  being  in  advance"  do  not  bear  out 
the  supposition  that  a  future  advance  was  contemplated. 
In  Morris  v.  Stacey  {c)  the  consideration  relied  upon 
was  collected  from  the  guarantee  itself;  and  in  Boehm 
V.  CampbeU  (d)  Dallas  C.  J.  and  Burrough  J.  refer  to  the 
written  instrument  only.  {Mderson  B.  In  both  those 
cases  the  undertaking  related  to  a  debt  already  due; 
the  consideration  of  forbearance  might  be  inferred  from 
that  fact]    In  Shorirede  v.  Cheek  (e)  the  consideration 

(a)  8A.fE.  846.  (6)  1  New  Co.  761. 

(c)  HoU,  N.  P.  a  153.  (d)  3  B*  Moore,  15. 

(e)  1^.  ^£.57. 

was 
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1840.  was  executory,  and  appeared  sufficiently  by  the  guaran- 
tee. Stevens  v.  Lynch  (a),  where  the  holder  of  a  bill 
had  given  time  to  the  acceptor,  and  the  drawer  waived 
the  benefit  of  that  circumstance,  b  not  applicable  to  the 
present  case.  As  to  Lee  v.  Muggeridge  (i),  and*  the 
other  cases  which  have  turned  upon  moral  obligation,  it 
is  sufficient  to  say  that  here  no  moral  obligation  ap- 
pears for  the  first  guarantee,  and  the  declaration  does 
not  allege  any  consideration  for  the  second  guarantee 
but  the  abandonment  of  the  first 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Abinger  C.B.,  in  the  same  vacation  {June  29th) 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

In  the  case  of  Brooks  v.  Haigh  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  is,  to  affirm  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  all  the  Court  that  there  was  in 
the  guarantee  an  ambiguity  that  might  be  explained  by 
evidence,  so  as  to  make  it  a  valid  contract,  and,  there- 
fore, this  was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  promise 
declared  upon.  ^ 

It  is  also  the  opinion  of  all  the  Court,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  my  brother  Mauley  who  entertained  some  doubt 
on  the  question,  that  the  words  both  of  the  declaration 
and  the  plea  import  that  the  paper  on  which  the 
guarantee  was  written  was  given  up;  and  that  the  actual 
surrender  of  the  possession  of  the  paper  to  the  de- 
fendant was  a  sufficient  consideration,  without  reference 
to  its  contents. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  12  EaU,  38.  (6)  5  Tatmi.  36. 
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18S9. 

IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

(Error  from  the  Queen's  Bench,  j 
The  QaEEN  against  John  Humfhery,  Esquire. 

INFORMATION  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto,  for  Under  itat. 
.  .  ,  _  ^  -,  r   9G.4.  c.  17. 

using  and  exercising  the  omce  of  an  alderman  ot  sects,  s  and  s., 

.        •         «•  v       jr  which  require 

the  City  of  London.  that  every  per- 

Plea,  stating,  first,  the  rights  and  customs  and  (in  ^l^^^X 
part)  the  by-laws,  21  B. 2.  and  18  Ann.  (a),  of  the  city  Z^^Tm^^ 
o(  London  as  to  the  election  of  aldermen,  and  the  enact-  «Werinan,  &c., 

shall,  vntmn 

ments  of  stat.  9  G.i.  c.  17.  «.  2,  S,  4.  (J),  that  every  one  calendar 

motUh  next 

person  who  shall  thereafter  be  placed,  elected,  or  chosen,  brfore  or  upon 

hii  adntistion 

in  or  to  the  office  of  mayor,  aldecman,  &c.,  shall,  within  into  such  office, 

11  ..  ^i_i»  i_*j«*         make  and  sub- 

one  calendar  month  next  before  or  upon  his  admission  scribe  a  certain 
into  any  of  the  aforesaid  offices  &c.,  make  and  subscribe  b^ol!^^^-^ 
the  declaration  specified  in  sect.  2,  before  the  persons  J|JJJ|^  JJ^^^ji, 
mentioned  in  sect  S;  and  that  if  any  person  placed^  &c.  fI*?*^*V^'^  . 
into  any  of  the  aforesaid  offices  or  places  shall  omit  or  or  neglect 

.        .      ^  make  and 

neglect  to  make  and  subscribe  the  said  declaration  in  subscribe  the 
manner  above  mentioned,  such  placing  &c.  «hall  be  mnumner 

*  abooemen^ 

Honed,  such  placing,  election,  or  choice  shall  be  void : 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  election  is  not  void  by  refusal  to  make 
the  declaration,  or  state  whether  the  party  vrill  do  so,  unless  he  has  first  been  admitted  to 
the  office  by  swearing  in. 

Judcment  reversed  on  error,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber. 

Held,  by  that  Court,  that  the  sutute  does  not  give  the  party  elected  a  month  at  all 
events,  for  deciding  whether  he  wiU  make  the  declaration  or  not,  but  only  excuses  him 
llrom  making  it  at  the  time  of  admission,  if  he  has  made  it  within  a  month  before. 
^  That  the  words  **  upon  his  admission  "  mean  at  the  time,  and  hot  within  a  reasonable 
time  alWr,  and  that  the  authoritiet  who  admit  may  prescribe  the  order  in  which  the  cere* 
monies  forming  parte  of  the  admission  shall  take  place. 

And  that,  if  the  party  offers  himself  to  the  proper  court  to  be  admitted,  not  having  made 
the  declaration  within  a  month  before,  and,  being  asked  whether  he  will  make  it  or  not, 
declines  to  say,  but  requires  the  court  to  admit  him,  which  they  lefuse,  the  election  is 
therenpoa  void,  and  a  precept  may  issue  for  a  new  election. 

(a)  These  by-laws  were  cited  exactly  as  they  appear  in  Sa  r.  Jokn^ 
ton^S  A.iE.  48d. 
(6)  More  ftilly  itsted,  p.  344.  post. 

void. 
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1889.        void,  and  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  such  person  to  do 
any  act  in  the  execution  of  the  office  &c«    The  plea 

The  QovcN 

against        then  statedy 

That,  since  the  making  and  passing  of  the  said 
act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  ninth  year 
aforesaid,  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  have 
required  of  every  person  who,  since  the  passing  of 
the  said  act,  has  been  elected  or  chosen  in  or  to 
the  office  of  alderman  of  any  ward  of  the  said  city 
that  such  person  should  make  and  subscribe  the  sud 
dedaration  prescribed  by  the  said  act  previously  to 
taking  and  subscribing  the  oaths  of  office  according  to 
the  several  laws  made  and  now  in  force  for  that  pur- 
pose, towit  at  the  city  of  London  aforesaid :"  **  That, 
a  vacancy  having  occurred  in  the  place  and  office  of 
alderman  of  the  ward  oi  Aldgate  aforesaid,  by  the  death 
of  J<An  Thomas  Thorpe^  Esq.,  late  alderman  thereof,  a 
court  of  wardmote  was  holden  on^  Tuesday^  the  17th 
day  of  November^  A«  D.  18S5,  and  continued  by  adjourn- 
ments on  other  subsequent  days  in  and  for  the  said 
ward,  before  the  Right  Honourable  WiUiam  Taylor 
Copelandf  then  mayor  of  the  said  city,  by  virtue  of  a 
certain  precept  for  that  purpose  before  then  duly  issued 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  for  the  election 
of  an  alderman  of  the  said  ward  in  the  room  and  stead 
of  the  said  John  Thomas  Thorpe  ;  at  which  said  court  of 
wardmote  one  David  Salomons^  citizen  and  cooper,  the 
said  defendant,  citizen  and  tallow  chandler,  and  one 
James  Lcao  Jones,  citizen  and  haberdasher,  were  respec^ 
tively  candidates  for  the  said  vacant  place  and  office  of 
an  alderman  of  the  ward  of  Jldgate  aforesaid,  towit  at " 
&c.:  '^That,  at  the  said  last-mentioned  court  of  ward- 
mote, divers  persons,  inhabitants  of  the  said  ward,  being 

a  majority 
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a  majority  of  those  then  present  at  the  said  court,  voted  *1889. 
for  the  said  David  Salomons  as  and  for  such  alderman, 
and  by  reason  thereof  the  said  D.  S.  claimed  to  be  daly 
elected  into  the  said  place  and  office  of  alderman  so 
vacant  as  aforesud :  and  a  return  to  the  said  precept, 
and  of  the  result  of  the  said  election,  was  afterwards,  to* 
wit  on  the  24>th  day  of  November,  A.D.  1885,  made 
into  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  then  duly 
holden  in  the  Guildhall  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  city  in  that  behalf,  towit  at "  8cc. : 
'*  That  afterwards,  towit  on  the  8d  day  of  JDecember, 
A.  D.  18S5,  towit  at''  &c.,  '*  at  a  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen  then  holden  at  the  Guildhall  in  and  for  the 
said  city,  the  said  2).  5.  did  tender  himself  to  the  said 
court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  at  the  said  last-mentioned 
court  for  admission,  and  did  then  and  there  make  claim,' 
and  did  require,  to  be  admitted  to  the  said  office  of 
alderman  of  the  said  ward  of  A.  as  aforesaid ;  and  there- 
upon the  said  Z).  S«  was  then  and  there  requested  by  the 
said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  to  make  and  sub- 
scribe in  their  presence  the  said  declaration  in  the  said 
act  mentioned,  the  said  mayor  and  aldermen  then  being 
the  persons  in  the  presence  of  whom,  by  the  usage  of 
the  said  city,  the  said  declaration  should  be  mode  and 
subscribed  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act 
of  parliament  in  that  behalf,  according  to  the  several 
laws  made  and  now  in  force  for  that  purpose ;  but  that 
the  said  D.  5.  did  not,  nor  would,  at  the  said  court  of 
mayor  and  aldermen  so  holden  as  last  aforesaid,  nor  at 
any  time  within  one  calendar  month  next  before  or 
upon  his  admission,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  said  act,  into  the  said  office  of  alder- 
man of  the  said  ward  of  A»  as  aforesaid^  or  at  any 

other 
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1839.       other  time  whatsoever,  make  and  subscribe  the  said  do- 
~~       claration,  but  wholly  omitted  and  neglected  so  to  do : 

The  QuxBK 

agakut  ^y  reason  whereof,  and  by  force  of  the  said  statute  in 
HnirBXAT.  that  case"  &c.,  «*  the  placing,  election,  an4  choice  of 
the  said  D.  &  into  the  said  place  and  office  of  alder- 
man of  the  said  ward  of  ^.,  as  aforesaid,  became  and  was 
void,  towit  at "  &c. :  **  That,  the  said  Z).  &  so  having 
omitted  and  neglected  to  make  and  subscribe  the  said 
declaration  required  by  the  said  act  of  parliament,  the 
said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  so  holden  as  last 
aforesaid,  did  thereupon,  at  the  said  last-mentioned 
court,  declare  and  adjudge  the  election  of  the  said  2).  S. 
into  the  said  place  and  office  of  alderman  of  the  said 
ward  of  ^«  as  aforesaid  to  be  void,  and  did  also  then 
and  there  resolve  that  a  fresh  precept  should  issue  for 
a  court  of  wardmote  to  be  held  for  the  election  of  a  fit 
and  proper  person  to  be  alderman  of  the  said  ward  of 
A.  in  the  room  and  stead  of  the  said  John  Thomas 
Thorpe  Esq^  deceased,  towit  at"  &c.:  "That,  the 
said  vacancy  in  the  said  place  and  office  of  alderman  of 
the  said  ward  of  A,,  by  the  death  of  the  said  John 
Thomas  Thorpcj  Esq.,  not  having  been  filled  up,  a  cer- 
tain other  court  of  wardmote  was  holden  on  Tuesday 
the  8th  day  of  December^  A.  D.  1835,  in  and  for  the  said 
ward  of  A.,  before  the  Right  Honourable  William  Taylor 
Copelandf  then  mayor  of  the  said  city,  by  virtue  of  a 
certain  other  precept  for  that  purpose  before  then  duly 
issued  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  for  the 
election  of  an  alderman  of  the  said  ward  in  the  room 
and  stead  of  the  said  J.  T.  T  Esq.,  deceased;  in 
which  lastrmentioned  precept  it  was  stated  that  David 
Salomons  Esq.,  returned  to  •  the  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen  to  be  alderman  of  the  said  ward,  having  {a) 

(a)  Sic. 

omitted 
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omitted  and  neglected  to  make  and  subscribe  the  de-       18d9« 
claration  directed  to  be  mode  and  subscribed  by  the       — *— - 
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said  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  ninth        agama 
year  of  the  reign  aforesaid  in  manner  in  the  said  act 
mentioned,  by  reason  whereof  (a)  the  election  of  the 
said  Z).  S.  had,  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  become  void, 
towit  at"  &c.     *'  That  at  the  said  last  mentioned  court 
of  wardmote  this  defendant,  citizen  and  tallow-chandler, 
was  the  only  candidate  for  the  said  place  and  office  of 
an  alderman   of  the  said  ward  of  A.f  towit  at"   &c. 
'*  That  at  the  said  last  mentioned  court  of  wardmote 
divers  persons,  being  inhabitants  of  the  said  ward,  and 
being  a  majority  of  those  then  present  at  the  said  court, 
voted  for  the  defendant  as  and  for  such  alderman ;  and 
by  reason  thereof  the  said  defendant  was  duly  elected 
into  the  said^  place  and  office  of  alderman  of  the  said 
ward  of  A.,  so  vacant  as  aforesaid,  and  a  return  to  the 
said  last  mentioned  precept,  and  of  the  result  of  such 
last  mentioned  election,  was  afterwards,  towit  on  the 
17th  day  of  December^  a.d.  1855,  made  unto  the  said 
court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  then  holden  in  the  Guild-' 
hall  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 
city  in  that  behalf,   towit  at"   &c.      The  plea  then 
stated  that  at  the  last  mentioned  court,  holden  &c.,  that 
is  to  say  on  December  17th,  18S5,  the  defendant  ap- 
peared  before  the  court,  and,  having  made  and  subscribed 
the  declaration,  was  then  and  there  duly  sworn  and  ad- 
mitted &c.,  and  then  and  there  took  and  subscribed 
the  oaths,  and  made   and  subscribed  the  declaration 
according  to  the  several  laws  made  for  that  purpose ; 
by  reason   of  which  several  premises  he  the  defend- 
ant then    and   there   took    opon    himself    the    said 

(a)  Sic. 
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18S9.  place  and  office,  &c,  and  from  thence  continually  &c., 
and  by  that  warrant  &c.  Traverse  of  the  usurpation. 
Verification. 

Replication.  That  by  the  said  by-law  of  1 S  Ann.  *<  it 
was  also  enacted  that,  in  case  the  person  so  duly  elected 
alderman,  and  returned,  by  the  Lord  Mayor  or  other 
person  duly  authorized  to  hold  such  wardmote,  to  the 
said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  within  the  time  for 
that  purpose  by  the  laws  of  the  said  city  limited  and 
appointed,  should  refuse  to  take  upon  him  the  said  office, 
and  unless  he  could  discharge  himself  therefrom  by  the 
laws  of  the  said  city,  he  should  be  subject  to  all  the 
pains  and  penalties  which  might  be  inflicted  on  him  by 
the  by*laws  and  customs  of  the  said  city."  That,  by  an 
act  of  Common  Council  of  17th  Jprilj  52  6.  8.,  it  was, 
amongst  other  things,  enacted,  <Uhat,  upon  any  vacancy 
by  death  or  resignation  of  any  person  being  an  alder- 
derman  of  the  said  city  of  London^  the  lord  mayor  of 
the  said  city  for  the  time  being  should,  within  eight  days 
next  after  such  death  or  resignation,  Sundays  excepted, 
cause  a  wardmote  to  be  duly  summoned  and  held  for 
the  election  of  a  fit  and  able  person  to  be  alderman  of 
such  ward  or  wards  respectively  where  such  vacancy 
should  happen,  and  returning  such  person  so  elected  to 
the  said  court  of  lord  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  said 
ci^.  And  that  by  the  said  act  of  common  council  it 
was  also  enacted  that,  if  any  person  free  of  the  said'  city 
should  be  thereafter  duly  elected  alderman  of  any  of  the 
said  wards  of  the  said  city  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  said  city,  and,  notice  of  such  election  being  given  to 
him,  or  left  in  writing  for  him  at  the  last  place  of  his 
abode^  shall  not  personally  appear  before  the  court  of 
the  lord  mayor  and  aldermen  for  the  time  being,  in  the 

Inner 
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Inner  chamber  of  the  Guildhall  of  the  said  city  at  the  18S9* 
next  court  there  to  be  holden.  not  havincr  a  reasonably  _ 
excuse  for  such  his  not  appearance,  and  then  and  there  agmnit 
to  take  upon  himself  the  said  office  and  charge  of  alder 
man  of  the  said  city  and  of  the  said  ward  whereof  he 
shall  be  elected  alderman^  or  if  such  person  so  elected 
shall,  before  the  court  of  lord  mayor  and  aldermen, 
openly  declare  his  refusal  to  take  upon  him  the  said 
office,  then  any  such  person  who  shall  so  neglect  or 
refuse  to  appear,  or  who  appearing  shall  declare  his  re- 
fusal as  aforesaid,  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  500/«  of  law- 
fill"  &C.,  **  to  the  use  of  the  mayor  and  commonalty  and 
citizens,  unless  he  shall  be  duly  discharged  of  the  said 
office  of  alderman  for  defect  or  want  of  ability  in  wealth, 
upon  oath  taken  as  by  the  said  act  of  common  council  is 
required,  which  said  forfeiture  and  penal^  is  by  the 
said  act  declared  to  be  recoverable  by  an  action  of  debt 
in  the  name  of  the  chamberlain  of  the  said  city  for  the 
time  being  in  any  of  his  Majes^s  courts  of  record*'' 
*'  That,  after  the  said  return  to  the  said  precept,  and  of 
the  result  of  the  said  election,  was  made  to  the  said 
court  of  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  a  certain  notice  in 
writing  was  served  upon  the  said  David  Salomons  by  an 
officer  of  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  person- 
ally to  appear  before  the  said  court  on  the  8d  day  of 
Decemberlast^  at  the  Guildhall  in  the  said  city,  and  then  • 
and  there  to  take  upon  himself  such  office  and  charge 
of  alderman  of  the  said  ward :  and  that,  in  pursuance  of 
the  said  notice,  and  in  obedience  to  the  said  last*men- 
tioned  act  of  common  council,  he,  the  said  Z>.  &,  did,  on 
the  said  Sd  day  of  December,  and  within  the  space  of  one 
month  next  after  the  day  of  his  election  to  the  said 
office  of  alderman  of  the  said  ward  of  A,,  present  hinif- 
Aa2  self 
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1889.  self  to  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  and  then 
and  there  expressed  his  readiness  and  desire  to  be  sworn 
for  the  due  execution  of  the  said  ofBce  of  alderman,  and 
also  to  take  and  subscribe  the  oaths  according  to  the 
said  laws  made  for  those  purposes,  and  to  assume  and 
take  upon  himself  the  duties  and  burthen  of  the  said 
office,  and  did  there  demand  and  make  claim  to  be 
admitted  alderman  of  the  sud  ward  of  A.  by  virtue  of 
the  said  election,  and  of  the  return  thereof  duly  made 
as  aforesud  to  the  said  court.''  ^^  That,  when  he  the 
said  2>.  S.  so  appeared  and  presented  himself  to  the  said 
court  pursuant  to  the  said  notice,  the  said  court  de- 
manded of  bim,  the  said  2).  &,  whether  he  had  signed 
the  declaration  required  by  the  said  act  of  Parliament 
made  and  passed  in  the  9th  year"  &c.,  <^entided"&c. 
(9  G.4.  c.  170»  '*  within  the  space  of  one  month  next 
before  his  then  application  for  admission,  to  which  the 
said  2>.  &  then  answered  that  he  had  not ;  whereupon 
the  said  court  demanded  of  him  the  said  D.  S.  whether 
he  would  make  and  subscribe  the  said  declaratbn: 
whereupon  the  said  D.  S.  declined  to  say  whether  he 
would  or  not,  but  required  the  said  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen  to  admit  him  to  the  said  office,  which  the  said 
court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  did  then  and  there,  and 
within  the  space  of  one  month  from  the  day  of  the 
election  of  die  said  D»  5.  to  the  office  of  alderman  of 
the  said  ward,  positively  refuse  to  do;  and  the  said  court 
of  aldermen  did  then  and  there  declare  the  election  of 
the  said  2).  5.  to  the  said  office  to  be  null  and  void,  and 
thereupon  directed  a  precept  to  issue  from  the  said  court 
for  the  election  of  another  alderman  for  the  said  ward 
of  ^.^  And  *^  that  afterwards,  towit  on  the  5th  day  of 
December^  and  within  the  space  of  one  month  next  after 
the  election  of  the  said  2>.  /S.,  and  the  return  thereof  to 

the 
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the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  a  certain  precept       1889. 
issued  from  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  and       ~^~^ 
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that  by  Tirtue  thereof  a  certain  court  of  wardmote  was,  on  agtmut 
the  8th  day  of  the  said  month,  and  within  the  sp^ce  of  one 
month  next  after  the  election  of  the  said  2>.  S.  as  afore- 
said, holdeu  for  the  said  ward  of  A,,  before  !¥•  T.  Cope^ 
landy  then  mayor  of  the  said  city,  for  the  purpose  of 
electing  an  alderman  of  the  said  ward,  at  which  said 
last-mentioned  wardmote  the  said  John  Hwnphery  was 
declared  to  be  elected  alderman  of  the  said  wiird  of 
jUdgate.     Verification. 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder*  (There  were  other 
matters  replied,  as  to  which  issues  of  fact  were  joined.) 
The  demurrer  was  argued  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  in  Easier  term,  1838  (a). 

Sir  /.  CampbeU,  Attorney  General,  for  the  defendant* 
The  question  is,  whether  Mr.  Salomons  had  a  right  to 
be  admitted  without  making  the  declaration.  If  not, 
the  office  was  void,  and  the  defendant  was  rightly 
elected ;  if  Mr.  Salomons  had  such  a  right,  the  office  was 
not  void,  and  judgment  must  be  given  for  the  Crown. 
If  he  could  clum  to  be  so  admitted,  stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  17. 
5.  2.  will  be  inoperative ;  and  stat.  5  &  6  ^  4.  c.  28. 
was  needless. 

By  2  stat.  13  C.  2.  r.  1.  5. 12.  it  is  enacted  that,  after 
the  expiration  of  the  commission  of  the  then  corporation 
commissioners,  ^*  no  person  or  persons  shall  for  ever 
hereafter  be  placed,  elected  or  chosen,  in  or  to  any  the 
offices  or  places  aforesaid"  (including  aldermen,  and 
other  persons  bearing  employment  relating  to  the  go- 
vernment of  corporations,  sect.  4.),  *^  that  shall  tiot  have 

(a)  jijml  25th  and  27tb,  befora  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LiUkdak^  Pa«. 
Uiofif  and  Coleridge  3u 

A  a  3  within 
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•18d9»  within  one  year  next  before  such  election  or  choice, 
'  '  taken  the  sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  according  to 
agahut  the  rites  of  the  Church  of  England;"  ^*and  in  default 
hereof,  every  such  placing,  election  and  choice  is  here- 
by enacted  and  declared  to  be  void."  This  provided  a 
preliminary  test  for  oflBcers.  Then  a  subsequent  test 
is  provided  by  stat*  25  C.  2.  c,  2.  s.  2.,  which  enacts, 
with  respect  to  every  person  that  shall  be  ^'  admitted, 
entered,  placed  or  taken  into  any  office  or  offices  civil  or 
military,"  that  *<  all  and  every  such  person  and  persons  so 
to  be  admitted  as  aforesaid,  shall  also  receive  the  sacra- 
ment  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  according  to  the  usage  of 
the  Church  o( England,  within  three  months  after  his  or 
their  admittance  in  or  receiving  their  said  authority  and 
employment,  in  some  public  church,"  &c.  And  stat. 
16  G.  2.  c.  SO.  s.  S.  enlarges  the  time  given  by  the  last- 
mentioned  act  from  three  months  to  six  months. 

Stat  9  G.4.  c.n.  recites  these  acts,  and  repeals 
them  so  far  as  relates  to  taking  the  sacrament  It  then 
provides  substitutes,  first,  by  ss,  2,  S,  4,  for  the  pre- 
liminary test,  and  next,  by  sect  5,  for  the  subsequent 
test  Sect  2  recites  that  ^^  it  is  just  and  fitting,  that  on 
the  repeal  of  such  parts  of  the  said  acts  as  impose  the 
necessity  of  taking  the  sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper 
according  to  the  rites  or  usage  of  the  Church  of  England^ 
as  a  qualification  for  office,  a  declaration  to  the  following 
effect  should  be  substituted  in  lieu  thereof,"  and  enacts 
that  every  person  who  shall  thereafter  be  placed,  elected, 
or  chosen  in  or  to  the  office  of  alderman,  &c.,  <^  or  in  or 
to  any  office  of  magistracy,  or  place,  trust,  or  employ- 
ment relating  to  the  government  of  any  city,  corpor- 
ation, borough,  or  cinque  port  within  England  and 
Wales  or  the  town  of  BenDick^upon'Tixseedy  shall,  witliin 

one 
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one  calendar  month  next  before  or  upon  his  admission       1889. 

into  any  of  the  aforesaid  offices  or  trusts,  make  and     _ 
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subscribe  the  declaration  following:"  which  is  the  de-        ogaintt 

claration,  upon  the  true  faith  of  a  Christian,  that  the 
party  will  not  exercise  any  power,  authority,  or  influence^ 
which  he^may  possess^by  virtue  of  the  office^  to  injure 
or  weaken  the  Church,  &c.  Sect.  S  enacts  **  that  the 
said  declaration  shall  be  made  and  subscribed  as  afore- 
said, in  the  presence  of  such  person  or  persons  re- 
spectively, who,  by  the  charters  or  usages  of  the  said 
respective  cities,**  &c«,  **  ought  to  admmister  the  oath 
for  due  execution  of  the  said  offices  or  places  respect* 
ively,  and  in  default  of  such,  in  the  presence  of  two 
justices  of  the  peace  of  the  said  cities,''  8cc.,  <*  if  such 
there  be,  or  otherwise  in  the  presence  of  two  justices  of 
the  peace  of  the  respective  counties,  ridings,  divisions, 
or  franchises  wherein  the  said  cities,"  &c,  are ;  ^^  which 
said  declaration  shall  either  be  entered  in  a  book,  roll, 
or  other  record,  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose,  or  shall  be 
filed  amongst  the  records  of  the  city,"  Sec  Sect.  4 
enacts  '*  that  if  any  person  placed,  elected,  or  chosen 
into  any  of  the  aforesaid  offices  or  places,  shall  omit  or 
•neglect  to  make  and  subscribe  the  said  declaration  in 
manner  above  mentioned,  such  placing,  election,  or 
choice  shall  be  void ;  and  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for 
such  person  to  do  any  act  in  the  execution  of  the  office 
or  place  into  which  he  shall  be  so  chosen,  elected,  or 
placed."  Sect  5  enacts  ^^  that  every  person  who  shall 
hereafter  be  admitted  into  any  office  or  employment,  or 
who  shall  accept  from  his  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  suc- 
cessors, any  patent,  grant,  or  commission,  and  who  by 
his  admittance  into  such  office  or  employment  or  place 
of  trust,  or  by  his  acceptance  of  such  patent,  grant,  or 
A  a  4  commission. 
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18S9*       commission,  or  by  the  receipt  of  any  pay,  salary,  fee,  or 
_'  waires  by  reason  thereof,  would,  by  the  laws  in  force 
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against  immediately  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  have  been 
required  to  take  the  sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper 
accordmg  to  the  rites  or  usage  of  the  Church  of  Efig'^ 
landi  shall,  within  six  calendar  months  after  his  admis- 
sion to  such  office,  employment,  or  place  of  trust,  or  his 
acceptance  of  such  patent,  grant,  or  commission,  make 
and  subscribe  the  aforesaid  declaration,  or  in  default 
thereof  his  appointment  to  such  office,  employment,  or 
place  of  trust,  and  such  patent,  grant,  or  commission, 
shall  be  wholly  void." 

Now,  in  interpreting  sects.  2,  3,  4,  which  provide 
the  substitute  for  the  preliminary  test,  the  only  sound 
principle  must  be  to  understand  the  enactments  of  those 
sections  as  creating  a  preliminary  test  also.  Therefore^ 
as,  by  2  stat.  13  C.  2.  c.  1.  s.  12.,  the  election  of  any 
person  not  having,  within  one  year  before  the  elec- 
tion, taken  the  sacrament,  is  declared  void,  so  the 
admission  of  any  party  not  having,  before  the  admis- 
sion, made  the  declaration,  would  be  void  also.  And 
the  words  of  stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  17*  s.  2.,  **  within  one  calen- 
dar month  next  before  or  upon  his  admission,"  must  be 
understood  to  point  to  something  to  be  done  anteced- 
ently to  the  actual  admission.  The  word/'  upon  "  is  am- 
biguous in  itself:  it  may  mean  '^  after,"  *'  concurrently," 
or  *^  before."  If  a  rule  be  made  absolute  for  a  new  trial 
upon  payment  of  costs,  the  costs  should  regularly  be 
paid  before  the  new  trial  takes  place.  ILittledale  J* 
"Upon"  there  rather  means  "on  condition  of."]  It 
would  mean  a  condition  precedent.  [Patteson,3*  Ac- 
cording to  your  argument  the  declaration  here  should 
follow  the  admission.]  The  use  of  the  word  is  various ; 
,  here 
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here  it  seems  to  mean  either  ^*  at  the  time,"  or  **  before.''  1839. 
rColeridge  J.  If  it  meant "  before,"  the  words  would  mean  _  " 
one  month  ^'  before  or  before  the  admission.'*]  <'  Upon  "  agamtt 
would  not  then  be  merely  superfluous :  the  effect  of  the 
enactment  would  be  that  the  party,  if  he  had  not  made 
the  declaration  within  one  month  of  the  admission,  must 
do  it  immediately  before  the  act  of  admission.  Or  it 
might  mean  **Bt  the  time  of"  the  admission.  Then 
the  order  in  which  the  concurrent  acts  of  a  single  pro- 
ceeding are  to  take  place  is  clearly  to  be  regulated  by 
the  party  presiding  over  such  proceeding.  Therefore 
the  court  of  aldermen  were  justified  in  treating  Mr. 
Salanums^s  refusal,  either  to  make  the  declaration  or  to 
say  whether  he  would  or  would  not  make  it,  as  a  refusal 
to  make  it  at  the  time  of  the  admission ;  so  that  the 
election,  by  sect.  4,  was  void. 

It  may  be  argued  that  ^'one  calendar  month  next 
before  or  upon  his  admission  "  means  a  month  before 
or  a  month  afler ;  and  that,  therefore,  Mr.  HumpAery 
ought  not  to  have  been  elected  and  admitted  within  the 
month,  Mr.  Salomans  having  that  time  for  making  the 
declaration.  But  this  construction  is  not  borne  out 
by  the  language;  nor  can  the  legislature  be  supposed 
to  have  meant  that  a  party,  afler  his  election,  should 
have  a  month  given  him  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
sidering his  religious  or  other  objections  to  the  declar- 
ation. He  is  supposed  to  be  qualified  at  the  time  of  the 
election.  What  was  to  be  done,  as  to  the  office,  in  the 
mean  time?  It  is  immaterial  how  soon  afler  Mr. 
Salomon^s  refusal  the  defendant's  election  took  place. 

Sect.  5  of  Stat  9  G.4.  r.  17.  provides  a  subsequent 
test,  in  lieu  of  the  subse<}aent  test  given  by  stat  25  C  3. 
c.  2.  5.  2.,  to  the  provisions  of  which  it  manifestly  refers. 

This 
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18S9.       This  shews  that  sects.  2,  S,  4,  of  slat  9  6. 4.  c.  17.  were 
_  intended  to  furnish  a  substitute  for  the  enactments  of 

;  The  QoxiK 

againtt        2  Stat  ISC  2.  c.  1.  5. 12.,  which  created  a  preliminary 

test  And,  as  sect.  5  of  stat  9  G.  4.  c.  17.  provides  for 
making  the  declaration  within  six  months  after  the  ad- 
mission, it  cannot  be  supposed  that  sect  2  meant  also  to 
order  a  declaration  to  be  made  within  one  month  after 
the  admission.  Sect  2  relates  to  a  declaration  to  be 
made  before,  sect  5  to  a  declaration  after,  being  ad- 
mitted. [Patteson  J.  Was  a  person  to  make  two  such 
declarations?  Do  the  enactments  refer  to  the  same 
persons  ?  Did  stat  25  C  2.  c.  2.  5. 2.  relate  to  cor- 
poration officers  ?]  The  words  are,  <^  any  office  or  offices 
civil  or  military,"  which  clearly  include  corporation 
offices.  If  the  words  "  by  reason  of  any  patent  or  grant 
of  his  majesty"  are  taken  to  govern  all  that  precede,  still 
offices  in  a  chartered  corporation  are  held  under  a  grant 
of  the  crown,  and  so  within  the  clause. 

The  legislature  must  have  introduced  stat  9  G.  4. 
c.  17.  with  the  knowledge  that  an  annual  Indemnity  Act 
has  always  been  passed,  since  174S.  The  Indemnity 
Act  in  forc6  at  the  time  of  Mr.  Salomons^ s  election  was 
stat  5  &  6  ^  4.  c.  11.  {a).  The  act  of  indemnity,  after 
reciting  (among  others)  2  stat  IS  C  2.  c.  1.,  stat.  25  C.2. 

(a)  The  same,  in  all  parts  material  to  the  present  case,  with  stat  1  W,  4. 
c.  36.»  except  as  to  dates.  The  enactment  is,  "  That  all  and  every 
person  or  persons  who»  at  or  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  hath  or 
shall  have  omitted  to  take  and  subscribe  the  oaths  and  declarations,  or 
otherwise  to  qualify  him,  her,  or  themselves,  within  such  time  and  in 
such  manner  as  in  and  by  the  said  acts"  (including  2  stat.  IS  C  2.  c.  1., 
25  C.  2.  c:  2.,  9  G,  4.  c.  17.,  10  G.  4.  c.  7.)  "  or  any  of  them  is  required, 
and  who,  afler  accepting  any  such  office,  place,  or  employment,  or  under- 
taking any  profession  or  thing,  on  account  of  which  such  qualification  ought 
to  have  been  had  and  is  required,  before  the  passing  of  this  act  hath  or  have 
taken  and  subscribed  the  said  oath  or  made  the  declarations  required  by 

law, 
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c*  2.9  and  Stat.  9  6. 4.  c.  1  ?•»  indemnifies  parties  who 
have  accepted  office  without  taking  the  oaths  or  making 
the  declaration  ii^  proper  time,  if  they  have  subsequently 
done  so,  or  do  so  by  a  day  named,  before  which  the 
next  Indemnity  Act  always  passes.  Therefore,  if  Mr. 
Salomons  had  been  admitted  without  making  the  declar- 
ation, the  security  intended  by  stat  9  G.4.  r.  17.  would 
never  have  taken  efiect  at  all. 

Stat  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  28.  recites  stat.  9  6. 4.  c.  17.  ss.  2, 
4.,  and  that  there  was  a  doubt  whether  these  clauses 
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)mw,  or  who,  on  or  before  the  25th  day  of  Mttreh  1886,  shall  take  and 
Sttbacribe  the  oaths,  declarationiy  and  assurance  respectively,  in  such  cases 
wherein  by  the  said  several  acta  or  any  or  either  of  them  the  said  oaths, 
declarations,  and  assurance  ought  to  have  been  taken  and  subscribed,  in 
such  manner  and  form,  and  at  or  in  such  place  or  places,  aa  are  appointed 
in  and  by  the  said  several  acta  or  any  or  either  of  them,  shall  be  and  are 
hereby  indemnified,  freed,  and  discharged  from  and  against  all  penalties, 
forfeitures,  incapacities,  and  disabilities  incurred  or  to  be  incurred  for  or 
by  reason  of  any  neglect  or  omission,  previous  to  the  passing  of  this  act, 
of  taking  or  subscribing  the  said  oaths  or  assurance,  or  making  or  sub- 
scribing the  said  declarations  respectively,  or  taking  or  subscribing  the 
said  oath,  according  to  the  above-mentioned  acts  or  any  of  them,  or  any 
other  act  or  acts ;  and  such  person  or  persons  is  and  are  and  shall  be  fully 
and  actually  recapacitated  and  restored  to  the  same  state  and  condition  as 
he,  she,  or  they  were  in  before  such  neglect  or  omission,  and  shall  be  and 
be  deemed  and  adjudged  to  have  duly  qualified  him,  her,  or  themselves 
according  to  the  above-mentioned  acta  and  every  of  them ;  and  that  all 
elections  of,  and  acts  done  or  to  be  done  by,  any  such  penon  or  persons, 
or  by  authority  derived  from  him,  her,  or  them,  are  and  shall  be  of  the 
same  force  and  validity  aa  the  same  or  any  of  them  would  have  been  if 
such  person  or  penons  req>ectively  had  taken  the  said  oatha  or  assurance, 
and  made  and  subscribed  the  said  declarations  respectively,  and  taken  and 
subscribed  the  said  oath,  according  to  the  directions  of  the  said  acts  and 
every  or  any  of  them;  and  that  the  qualification  of  such  person  or  persons 
qualifying  themselves  in  manner  and  within  the  time  appointed  by  this  act 
shall  be  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  effectual  as  if  such  person  or  persons 
had  respectively  taken  the  aaid  oaths  and  assurance,  and  made  and  sub- 
scribed the  said  declarations  respectively,  and  taken  and  subscribed  the 
said  oath,  within  the  time  and  in  the  manner  appointed  by  the  several 
acta  before  mentioned." 


applied 
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1899.       applied  to  sheriffs  of  cities,  or  towns  being  counties ; 
_    _  and  it  enacts  that  no  person  elected  to  such  office  of 

The  QuivK  '^ 

againtt        sheriff  shall  by  reason  thereof  **  be  liable  to  make  or 

HuMPBBRT* 

subscribe  the  aforesaid  declaration  within  one  calendar 
month  next  before  or  upon  his  admission  to  the  said 
office."  But  this  would  have  been  unnecessary,  if  an 
officer,  under  the  enactments  of  stat.  9  G.  4»  c.  17.  5. 2.9 
might  postpone  the  declaration  till  after  admission; 
since^  after  admission,  he  would  have  been  protected  by 
the  annual  Indemni^  Act. 

By  the  Roman  Catholic  Emancipation  Act,  stat. 
10  G.4.  c.  7.  5.14.,  Roman  Catholics  are  enabled  to 
hold  office,  &c.,  in  corporations,  '^upon"  taking  and 
subscribing  the  oath  there  set  forth.  It  may  be  shewn 
that  this  oath  must  be  taken  before  admission;  and 
sect  2.,  as  to  members  of  either  house  of  parliament, 
is  to  be  construed  in  the  same  way.  [Sir  F.  Pdlockf 
for  the  Crown,  assented  to  this.]  The  intention  of  the 
legislature  must  have  been  the  same  here  as  in  stat. 
9  6.4.  f.17.,  though  the  expressions  are  not  strictly 
alike. 

It  will  be  argued  that  Mr.  Salomons  is  protected  by 
the  annual  Indemnity  Act.  But  he  is  not  within  its 
terms.  He  has  not  been  admitted.  The  case  which 
has  gone  farthest  on  these  acts  is  In  the  maiter  of 
Steavenson  (a),  where  it  was  held  that  the  act  protected, 
not  only  those  who  had  already  incurred  the  penalties 
or  disabilities,  but  all  who  should  do  so  while  the  act  was 
in  force.  There  the  party  was  elected  and  admitted  after 
the  act  passed.  But  here  the  penalty  has  not  been  in- 
curred at  all ;  Mr.  Salomons  never  has  been  in  the  office. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.     Suppose  he  had  a  right  to  be 

(a)  is,  1-0.34. 

admitted 
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admitted  when  he  claimed.]     This  claim  would  not       1839» 
subject  him  to  the  penalty ;  and  the  act  would  still  be       — -— * 
inapplicable.    But,  further,  Mr.  Salomons  cannot  claim        agamu 
the  benefit  of  the  act,  because  he  has  not  complied  with 
the  conditions;   it  is  not  alleged  either  that  he  has 
made  the  declaration,  or  that  he  is  ready  to  do  so.    Rex 
y»  Parry  {a)  shews  what  allegations  are  necessary  to 
bring  a  party  within  the  protection  of  the  act. 

Sir  jF.  Pollock^  contra.  The  question  is,  not  simply 
whether  Mr.  Salomons  had  a  right  to  be  admitted  before 
making  the  declaration,  but  whether  his  election  was 
avoided  by  his  refusing  to  answer  the  question,  so 
that  the  Court  were  entitled  to  issue  a  precept  for  a  new 
one. 

The  Indemnity  Act  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
interpretation  of  stat.  9  6.4.  c.  17*  It  has  been,  in 
fact,  passed  annually  for  a  long  time;  but  it  does  not 
thereby  become  part  of  the  permanent  law ;  and  its 
operation  is  made  temporary  only,  with  the  intention 
that  it  shall  not  constitute  such  part  of  the  law.  Ac- 
cording to  the  view  suggested  on  the  other  side,  its 
efiect  would  be  altogether  to  repeal  the  laws  on  the  sub- 
ject of  qualifications  and  tests. 

The  word  '*  upon,"  in  sect.  2  of  stat.  9  6.4.  c.  17., 
cannot  mean  "  before.''  Its  proper  meaning  is  *^  after," 
or  ^^  as  a  consequence  of."  Numerous  meanings  are 
assigned  to  it  in  Joknson^s  Dictionary :  but  ^*  before " 
IS  not  among  them.  There  is  indeed,  **  at  the  time 
of;  on  occasion  of."  But  Johnson  adds,  <^  It  always 
retains  an  intimation,  more  or  less  obscure,  of  some 

(a)  l^Eatt,6A9. 

substralim 
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1889.       substratum^  something   precedent,    or    some    subject.^. 
This  agrees  with  the  ordinary  legal  use  of  it,  where 

agahut  the  word  is  always  followed  by  some  condition  or  act 
which  is  to  be  precedent;  as  **a  new  trial  upon 
payment  of  costs/'  where  the  payment  of  costs,  as  a 
condition  or  act,  precedes  the  new  trial.  The  argu- 
ment that  sect  2  provided  a  substitute  for  that  which, 
under  the  previous  law,  preceded  the  admission,  namely, 
the  taking  the  sacrament,  cannot  controul  the  ordi- 
nary sense  of  the  word,  especially  in  the  interpret^- 
ation  of  an  act  which  restricts  general  rights.  But^ 
further,  the  declaration  was  a  substitute  for  all  the 
tests  before  imposed*  [Patteson  J.  The  preamble  in 
sect.  2  makes  the  declaration  a  substitute  for  taking 
the  sacrament  *^  as  a  qualification  for  office."]  That 
does  not  shew  that  the  declaration  is  to  precede 
the  taking  of  office :  it  is  a  substitute  for  all  that  was 
required  by  2  stat  18  CL  2.  cl.  &  12.  and  stat  25  C  2. 
Cn  2.  s.  2.  Even  assuming  that  the  declaration  was  to 
be  made  at  the  time  of  admission,  why  was  the  question 
to  be  put  before  the  admission  ?  [Coleridge  J.  Were 
not  the  court  of  aldermen  to  regulate  the  order  of  pro* 
ceedings?]  If  the  declaration  made  a  part  of  one 
transaction,  concurrently  with  the  admission,  Mr.  Salo^ 
tnons  might,  at  any  time  while  that  court  was  sitting, 
make  the  declaration ;  therefore  the  precept  which 
issued  at  the  following  court,  in  consequence  of  the 
resolution  passed  at  the  first  court  and  the  declaration 
there  made  that  the  election  was  void,  was  illegal. 
While  the  first  court  was  sitting,  the  election  could  not 
be  void.  Even  had  Mr.  Salomons^  on  the  question  being 
put,  stated  that  he  would  not  make  the  declaration,  he 
might  still  have  changed  his  mind,  and  have  offered  to 

do 


IN  THE  Secokd  Year  of  VICTORIA.  868 


# 


do  so  while  the  first  court  was  sitting.    ICcleridge  3.       1859. 
Suppose  two  persons  had  been  elected  to  different  offices,  ~* 

and  each  had  refused  to  be  admitted  first,  how  could  ogainMi 
the  court  of  aldermen  proceed  ?  What  was  to  be  done 
first?]  That  state  of  things  did  not  in  fact  exist;  and, 
had  it  arisen,  it  would  have  been  premature  to  declare 
the  election  void.  No  moment  can  be  pointed  out  at 
which  the  election  became  void,  until  the  first  court  had 
broken  up.  The  by-law  of  18  Anne  does  not  avoid  the 
election,  even  upon  the  refusal  of  the  party  to  take 
upon  him  the  office ;  it  only  imposes  penalties*  Besides, 
it  does  not  apply  to  a  party  claiming  admission.  Had 
Mr.  Salomofis  not  appeared  at  all  at  the  first  Court,  the 
election  would  not  have  been  void;  and  therefore  the 
precept  under  which  the  defendant  was  elected  would 
have  been  illegaU  lldttledale  J.  But  Mr.  Salomons  did 
appear.]  Still  nothing  passed,  on  his  appearance, 
making  the  election  null.  There  is  no  provision,  by 
statute  or  by-law,  avoiding  the  election  under  such 
circumstances;  for  stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  17.  s.  4.  avoids  it 
only  upon  the  party's  omission  or  neglect,  and  the  re- 
fusal to  answer  the  question  is  neither  omission  nor  ne- 
glect to  make  the  declaration.  Neither  can  there  be 
any  common  law  principle  avoiding  the  election.  The 
court  had  no  right  to  put  the  question ;  Mr.  Salomons 
might  answer,  *^  You  are  to  admit,  and,  upon  my  ad- 
mission, I  am  to  make  a  declaration ;  if  I  omit  or  neglect 
to  do  that,  my  election  will  be  void :  do  your  duty,  and 
let  me  do  mine.''  [Coleridge  J.  If  Mr.  Salomons  had 
refused  to  answer  the  question  whether  he  had  already 
made  the  declaration,  could  the  court  thereupon  have 
declared  the  election  void?]  They  clearly  could  not* 
IPaUeson  J.  Would  you  say  that  also  as  to  the  sacral- 
mental 
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1839.       mental  test^  under  2  stat.  13  C.  2.  c.  1.  s.  12.,  which 

• was  necessarily  taken  before  admission?]    The  court, 

againit  who  Were  to  admit,  would  have  had  no  right  there  to  put 
the  question  ;  it  was  for  the  party  admitted  to  see  that 
he  had  done  all  necessary  to  make  his  admission  good ; 
and,  supposing  the  court  (if  the  case  had  occurred  under 
that  statute),  to  have  adjourned  without  declaring  the 
election  void,  Mr.  Salomons  might  have  claimed  admis- 
sion at  the  following  court,  and  have  made  the  de- 
claration. But,  according  to  the  argument  on  the  other 
side,  had  he  been  then  admitted,  he  could  have  been 
ousted  by  a  quo  warranto,  the  election  having  been 
avoided  by  what  occurred  at  the  previous  court;  for 
the  declaration  of  avoidance  by  the  court  of  aldermen 
can  make  no  difiierence.  Possibly,  if  he  had  been  ad- 
mitted, and  then  refused  to  make  the  declaration,  the 
election  would  have  been  thereby  avoided:  but  that 
has  not  occurred. 


Sir  J.  Campbell,  Attorney  General,  in  reply.  It  must 
be  taken,  on  this  record,  that  Mr.  Salomons  refused  to 
make  the  declaration.  The  plea  states  that,  on  being  re- 
quired to  make  and  subscribe  it,  he  did  not,  nor  would, 
at  the  court,  nor  at  any  time  within  one  calendar  month 
next  before  or  upon  his  admission,  according  to  the  true 
intent  or  meaning  of  the  act,  or  at  any  other  time 
whatsoever,  make  and  subscribe  the  said  declaration, 
but  wholly  neglected  and  omitted  so  to  do,  whereby  the 
election  became  void,  by  force  of  the  statute.  This  is 
not  traversed,  but  only,  to  a  certain  degree,  explained 
in  the  replication.  There  is,  therefore,  a  refusal  on  the 
record ;  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  refusal 
avoided  the  election. 

It 
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It  is  denied,  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  that  sect  2  of       18S0. 
Stat  9  6. 4*  c  17*  points  to  a  substitute  for  the  prior 

^  "^  TheQunir 

test  m  2  Stat  IS  C.  2.  c.  L  s.  I2«  rather  than  for  the  against 
subsequent  test  in  stat  25  C  2.  c.  2.  5. 2. :  but  Uie  prior 
test  was  the  only  one  provided  <<  as  a  qualification  for 
office,"  which  are  the  words  used  in  the  preamble  to 
sect  2  of  Stat  9  G.  4.  c.  17* :  it  is,  therefore,  to  that 
statute  only  that  the  section  applies. 

By  2  Stat  13  a  2.  c.  I.  s.  IS.  it  is  enacted  <'that 
every  person  who  shall  be  placed  in  any  corporation  by 
virtue  of  this  act,  shall  upon  his  admission  take  the 
oath  or  oaths  usually  taken  by  the  members  of  such  cor- 
poration." Could  it  be  contended  that  the  party  was 
to  be  admitted  first,  and  take  the  oaths  afterwards? 
[Lord  Detiman  C.  J.  On  comparing  sect  12  with 
sect  13,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  order  of  proceedings 
is  prescribed.]  The  legal  interpretation  has  always 
been  that  the  oaths,  of  office  should  be  taken  before 
the  admission.  [Cderidge  J.  Does  the  admission  con- 
sist in  any  thing  besides  administering  the  oath  of  . 
office?]  It  seems  to  be  a  series  of  acts;  the  last  pro- 
bably is  the  subscription  of  the  name  in  the  books  of 
the  corporation.  {Cderidge  3.  Can  that  be  essential  to 
his  being  an  alderman  ?]  In  the  pleadings  in  quo  war-- 
ranto  there  were  usually  two  issues,  one  traversing  the 
swearing  in,  the  other  traversing  the  admission. 

Then,  the  court  of  aldermen  were  bound  to  make  the 
enquiry;  for,  by  sect.  S  of  stat  9  6.4.  c.  17.,  the 
party,  if  he  does  not  make  the  declaration  before  those 
who  are  to  administer  the  oath  of  office,  is  to  take  it 
before  justices.  [Lord  Dentnan  C.  J.  The  words  are 
<<  in  default  of  such :"  that  looks  as  if  what  took  place 
before  those  who  administer  the  oath  of  office  was  not 
necessarily  final.]    Tliose  words  determine  nothing  as 

VOL.X.  Bb  to 
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1899«  to  the  time ;  they  shew  only  before  whopi  the  declara- 
_^  ^  tion  is  to  be  made,  whatever  be  the  proper  time.  It 
cannot  be  contended  that,  after  admission  by  the  court 
of  aldermen,  the  party  could  go  and  take  the  oathi 
elsewhere.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Could  the  officer 
who  admits  defeat  the  election  by  quitting  the  court 
without  receiving  the  declaration  ?]  That  case  seems 
not  to  be  provided  for  by  the  act  It  is  said  that,  under 
the  old  law,  the  party  was  not  bound  to  answer  the 
question  whether  he  bad  taken  the  sacramental  test ; 
but  that  seems  to  be  contrary  to  Rex  v.  Hawkins  (a). 
IPatieson  J.  Could  he  make  the  declaration  previously 
to  the  coprt  at  which  he  is  admitted  ?  Can  the  words 
*^  in  default**  leave  the  matter  to  the  option  of  the  par- 
ties?] They  seem  to  mean  **  in  the  place  of.^  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  Suppose  the  party  answered  the  question 
as  to  the  sacramental  test  in  the  affirmative,  must  the 
Court  have  received  his  answer,  or  could  they  enquire 
further?]  He  would  answer  at  his  own  peril.  In  Rex 
V.  Hawkins  {a)  Lord  Ettenborough^  upon  the  authority 
of  Williams  v.  The  East  India  Company  (ft),  considers 
that  a  party  must  be  presumed  to  have  taken  the  te$t,  if 
he  so  declare.  [Patteson  J.  It  was,  in  some  cases,  usual 
for  the  party  to  bring  some  one  with  him  who  had  seen 
him  receive  the  sacrament.]  By  stat  25  C  2.  c.  2.  s.  S. 
a  certificate  was  required  as  to  the  subsequent  test 

It  is  asked  at  what  period  the  vacancy  took  place  ? 
It  took  place  at  the  moment  of  the  refusal  being  made. 
There  is  no  occasion  to  enquire  whether,  if  the  Court 
had  adjourned  for  the  purpose  of  not  allowing  the  pro- 
ceeding to  be  final,  the  vacancy  would  have  been  con- 
summated. 

Ctar.  adtu  vuU. 

(a)  10  £  Off,  21 1.  (6)  S  Eaa,  192. 

Lord 
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Lord  Devman  C.  J.,  in  the  following  term  {May  29th,       1 899. 

1838),  delivered  the  judirment  of  the  Court     After 

T1»  Qunv 
Stating  the  information,  his  Lordship  proceeded  as  i^U    ^  9gami$ 

lows. 

The  question  on  the  pleadings  turned  out  to  be,  whe« 
ther  the  office  of  alderman,  to  which  the  defendant  was 
elected,  was  or  was  not  vacant  at  the  time  of  such  elee^ 
tion ;  and  this  mainly  depended  upon  whether  the  court 
of  aldermen  had  done  right  in  refusing  to  admit  Mr. 
Sahmonst  who  had  before  been  duly  elected  alderman 
of  the  same  ward,  and  directing  a  new  precept  to  go  for 
the  election  of  another  alderman,  under  which  new  pre- 
cept the  defendant  was  elected.  The  ground  of  their  re- 
fusal to  admit  him  was,  that  he  had  forfeited  his  office  by 
the  operation  of  the  statute  9  6.4.  e.  17.,  Inasmuch  as 
he  had  not  made  the  declaration  required  by  that  statute 
within  a  month,  and,  when  questioned,  declined  to  answer 
whether  he  was  willing  to  make  it  on  being  admitted. 

On  looking  at  the  statute,  we  are  of  opinion  that,  as 
the  declaration  is  to  be  made  upon  admission,  and  to 
be  made  in  the  presence  of  those  who  by  chairter  or 
custom  are  to  administer  the  oaths  of  office,  the  admis- 
sion is  the  first  thing  to  be  done ;  that  the  Court  of 
^dermen  ought  to  have  admitted  him  by  administering 
the  oaths  of  office;  that  he,  when  so  admitt^,  had  the 
option  of  making  or  declining  to  make  the  deelarationi 
and  that,  till  he  had  declined  upon  admission,  none  of 
the  consequences  attached  by  the  act  to  refusal  accrued. 
We  therefore  think  the  office  was  not  vacant  at  the 
time  when  the  precept  issued,  and  of  course  that  the 
defendant  has  not  been  well  elected.  Our  judgment 
must  be  for  the  Crown. 

Judgment  for  the  Crowns 
B  b  2  A  writ 


S58  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


The  Qoixir 
tgahut 

HuMTBIftT. 


1839.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  upon  this  judgment 

The  errors  assigned  were,  that  the  plea  first  pleaded  in 
reply  was  insufficient  in  law :  that,  when  the  precept 
issued  on  December  5th,  1835,  for  electing  an  alderman 
of  the  ward  of  Jldgaie,  the  said  office  was  vacant,  and 
that  the  election  of  the  said  John  Humphety  thereupon 
was  legal  and  good :  and  thatjudgment  was  g^ven  for  the 
Crown,  whereas  &c.  (the  common  assignment  of  error). 
The  writ  of  error  was  argued  in  Hilary  vacation,  1839, 
February  4th,  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Bosanqufit^  Vaughan, 
and  CdUman  Js.,  and  Parke^  Jlderson^  and  Gumey  Bs. 

Sir  J.  CampbeUj  Attorney  General,  for  the  plainti£P 
in  error,  the  defendant  below.  The  judgment  of  the 
Court  below  repeals  the  clauses  of  9  6. 4,  c.  17*  which 
require  a  declaration  in  lieu  of  the  sacramental  test,  and 
defeats  the  purpose  of  the  legislature,  which  was,  whea 
abolishing  that  test,  to  provide,  by  means  of  the  sub- 
stituted declaration,  that  the  offices  specified  should  not 
be  filled  by  persons  who  could  not  profess  that  they 
were  Christians.  Such  a  construction  is  inconsistent 
with  the  policy  of  stat  5  ic  6  JV.  4.  c.  76.  5. 50.,  which 
retains  the  declaration,  and  would  have  made  it  needless 
to  introduce  the  act  5  &  6  W.  4.  c.  28.,  which  was  passed 
on  Mr.  Salomons  being  elected  sheriff  of  London.  It  is 
contended  for  the  Crown  that  the  practice  alleged  in 
the  plea  to  have  prevailed  ever  since  the  statute  9  6. 4. 
c.  n.  was  passed,  of  requiring  every  person  elected 
alderman  to  subscribe  the  declaration  before  taking  the 
oaths  of  office,  is  illegal,  and  that  the  party  elected  may 
require  the  oaths  to  be  administered  first.  The  de- 
fendant insists  that,  if  administering  the  oaths  is  the 
admission,  and  it  is  consummated  by  that  act,  the  de- 
claration 
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claration  ought  to  be  made  first ;  and,  further,  if  it  is  18S9* 
necessary  to  argue  that  point,  that  the  declaration  is 
part  of  the  ceremonies  of  admission ;  that  the  admission  og^and 
is  not  consummated  without  it ;  that  the  lord  mayor 
and  aldermen  may  direct  the  order  in  which  the  cere- 
monies shall  be  performed ;  and  that,  if  they  require  the 
declaration  to  be  made  first,  and  the  party  elected  re- 
fuse  then  to  make  it,  the  election  is  thereby  void. 

As  to  the  first  point;  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below 
does  not  enter  into  any  discussion  of  the  statute  9  6. 4. 
c.  17.,  of  the  other  acts  in  pari  materid,  or  of  the  In* 
demnity  Acts ;  and  these  do  not  appear  to  have  been 
sufficiently  considered.  Not  only  particular  words  or 
enactments,  but  the  whole  scheme  and  tendency  of  these 
acts  should  be  looked  at  (He  then  commented  on  the 
several  statutes,  taking  the  same  course  of  argument  as 
before  the  Court  below.)  [^Alderson  B.  observed  that 
Stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  17.  5. 2*  required  the  declaration  to  be 
made  by  every  person  who  should  be  ^^jlaced^  elected, 
or  chosen  ^  (not  admitted)  <*  in  or  to  the  office  of  mayor, 
alderman,"  &c;  and  sect  4  made  such  ^^  placing^ 
election,  or  choice ''  void,  in  case  of  omission.]  It  is 
contended  for  the  Crown  that  the  lord  mayor  and 
aldermen,  in  giving  the  admission,  exercise  only  a  minis- 
terial function,  are  not  authorised  to  put  a  question  to 
the  candidate,  and  must  leave  him  to  make  the  declara- 
tion at  whatever  time  he  pleases.  But  it  was  their 
right  and  duty  to  enquire  whether  he  had  signed  the 
deckration.  They  were  to  see  the  law  properly  en- 
forced ;  and  the  election  was  void  if  the  declaration  was 
not  made  within  a  month  next  before,  or  upon,  the  ad- 
mission. Under  the  old  law,  according  to  Res  v.  Haoh 
B  b  S  Urn 
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1899k       kini  {A%  a  cAndidAte  for  the  office  6{  aldermair  might  be 
^~  asked  eten  by  an  individual  electon  at  the  time  of 

^^1^^  election,  whether  he  had  talcen  the  sacranfient  within  a 
year.  The  word  •*  upon  "  may  be  so  used  as  to  signify 
after ;  but  it  may  also  tnean  before  oi*  at  the  time ;  and  it 
must  receive  a  reasonable  construction^  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  thbg  to  be  done,  and  the  object  for  which 
it  is  required.  Making  the  declaration  after  being  ad- 
mitted Wduld  be  no  test.  If  the  candidate,  on  coming  to 
be  admitted,  states  that  he  has  not  made  the  declaration, 
and,  on  bdbg  asked  then  to  make  It^  refuses,  the  election 
is  void  eo  instanti;  the  statutes  nowhere  require  the  It^ 
tttvti  df  a  tnonth  before  another  person  can  be  elected. 
(Nothing  material  was  added,  on  this  point,  to  the  argu- 
ment below.)  Secondly,  the  true  construction  being  that 
the  declaration  shall  be  made  at  the  time  of  admission,  it 
forms  one  of  the  acts  in  which  the  admission  consists ;  and 
the  Court  before  which  that  ceremony  takes  place  muit 
regulate  its  order.  An  attorney,  on  bdng  admitted  in 
this  court,  could  not  claim  to  determme  whether  h6 
should  take  the  attorney's  oath  or  the  oath  of  allegiance 
first.  There  i^  no  hardship  in  r^uiring  that  the  can-^ 
didate  shall  be  ready  at  once  to  say,  whether  he  objects 
to  the  declaration ;  and  it  would  be  very  inconvenient, 
where  there  were  several  persons,  if  all  might  reserve 
their  answer  on  this  point  till  the  last  moment  of  the 
Court's  sitting.  It  may  be  contended  that  stat.  9  G.  4>. 
e.  17.  must  be  strictly  construed,  being  penal.  It  is  not) 
however,  properly  penal,  for  it  is  a  relaxation  of  former 
penal  acts ;  and  the  conditions  of  that  relaxation  ought 
hot  to  be  explained  away. 

(a)  lOEatt^Sll. 

Sir 
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8k  jR  P6Uoeii  eontnL     As  to  the  last  argument^       18S6k 

although  this  act  relaxes  some  provisions  of  the  earlier    ,^^ 

statotes)  it  still  imposes  restnunts  Whith  did  tiot  originally        H^»^»^ 

,  .  -.  .  ...  ,     HdM»a*Atfc 

exist,  and  is  so  far  against  common  law  rights,  and 

theinftfore  to  be  construed  strictly.  The  observatioui 
that  the  judgment  below  will  impliedly  repetil  stat. 
90»  4.  c.  17.»  Supposes  that  an  indemnity  act  will  pass 
every  yeart  but  that  is  not  to  be  assumed;  and  the 
statute  must  be  construed  according  to  its  own  language^ 
This  act  substitutes  certain  provisions  for  those  of  the 
Corporation  and  Test  Acts ;  but  it  does  not  follow  thAt 
the  enactments  of  those  statutes  furnish  a  rule  for  con<« 
struing  the  acts  substituted  for  them*  The  question  is, 
whether,  under  the  present  act,  the  court  of  lord  n)ayoif 
and  aldermen  had  a  right  to  pronounce  the  election  Of 
Mr.  Salomons  void  on  his  refusal,  before  admission,  td 
say  that  he  would  make  the  declaration.  A  distinction 
was  suggested  from  the  Bench,  during  this  argument^ 
between  the  words  **  placed "  in  sects.  2  and  4,  and 
«  admitted "  in  sect.  5.  iJlderson  B.  «  Placed"  pro- 
bably means  an  appointment  in  any  other  mode  that?  by 
election.]  The  words  ^^  placing^  election,  or  choice  ** 
seem  to  have  been  adopted  from  S  stat  13  C  2.  e*h 
1.12.  "  Placing**  b  opposed  to  "removing,"  in  the 
preamble  to  that  act,  in  a  manner  which  seems  to  imply 
an  admission.  lAlderson  B.  Sect  IS  of  that  statute 
enacts,  "  That  every  person  who  shall  be  placed  ih  ai)y 
Corporation  by  virtue  of  this  act,  shall  upon  his  admission 
take  the  oath  or  oaths  usually  taken  by  the  members  of 
such  corporation."  The  statute  probably  used  the  ge- 
ral  term  "  placing"  as  applicable  to  whoever  might  have 
the  power  to  place  in  the  particular  office.  Sect*  9  shews 
this ;  and,  under  the  old  corporation  law,  if  a  charter 
B  b  4  expired 
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1839*        expired  and  a  new  corporation  was  constituted,  the  new 


The  QuRK 


officers  %ouId  be  placed  by  the  Crown.]    It  is  at  least  so 

against       far  doubtfuI  whether  placing  does  not  include  admission, 
HuMPUuiT.  r         IS  ,  - 

that  no  inference  can  safely  be  drawn,  from  the  use  of 

this  word,  in  favour  of  the  defendant's  construction  of 
Stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  17.  ss.  2, 4.  Then,  further,  the  pleadings 
here  do  not  shew  that  the  office  had  become  void  when  the 
defendant  was  elected.  It  is  nowhere  said  that  Salomons 
refused  to  make  the  declaration.  He  omitted  to  do  so 
at  the  court  holden  on  December  Sd ;  but,  by  the  statute, 
he  should  have  had  a  month  for  doing  it,  from  tlie  time 
of  his  election.  At  the  court  in  question  the  functions 
of  the  lord  mayor  and  aldermen,  as  to  admitting,  were 
ministerial  only.  iTindal  C.  J.  If  they  had  actually 
admitjted,  it  does  not  seem  certain  that  the  admission 
would  have  been  void,  as  sect  4  of  stat  9  6.4.  r.  17. 
avoids  only  the  '*  placing,  election,  or  choice*"]  Sup- 
posing, as  is  contended  on  the  other  side,  that  taking  the 
declaration  is  part  of  the  proceedings  on  admission,  yet, 
in  point  of  order,  it  ought  to  follow  the  act  of  admit- 
ting. *'  Upon,"  here,  means  **  after,  within  a  reasonable 
time."  By  stat.  10  G.4^  c.  7.  5.  14.,  Roman  catholics 
may  hold  office  upon  taking  certain  oaths:  that  clearly 
means  after.  The  same  construction  prevails  where 
a  settlement  is  to  be  made  upon  marriage,  or  a  penalty 
to  accrue  upon  conviction,  or  tgnm  default  or  refusal. 
{Bosanquet  J.  So,  where  a  reward  is  to  be  paid  upon 
conviction  of  an  offender.  Alderson  B.  In  most  of  the 
cases  put,  **  upon  "  is  used  elliptically  for  *'  upon  con- 
dition of."  Parke  JR.  Where  a  thing  is  to  be  done 
^^  upon  payment  of  costs,"  it  b  so.  Tindal  C  J.  There 
are  instances  where  it  refers  to  consideration*  In  the 
case  of  copyhold  fines,  **  on  admbsion  "  has  been  held 

to 
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to  mean  "  after."]    It  never  means  **  before.^'     The       1859- 
lord  mayor  and  aldermen  in  this  case  should,  at  least,       — — 

Tlie  Qoxcir 

have  expressed  an  intention  to  admit  Mr.  Salomons  if  he  jigansi 
would  make  the  declaration.  As  the  case  stands  upon 
the  pleadings,  he  calls  on  them  to  admit  him ;  they,  in 
answer,  demand  of  him  whether  he  has  signed  the  de- 
claration ;  he  replies  that  he  has  not :  they  ask  if  he 
will  do  so ;  he  declines  to  say  whether  he  will  or  not, 
but  requires  them  to  admit :  they  refuse  to  do  so,  and 
thereupon  declare  the  election  void,  atid  direct  a  precept 
for  a  new  one.  It  is  not  necessary  even  to  contend  that 
they  ought  to  have  admitted  him  first,  and  then  tendered 
the  declaration :  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  on  his  answer- 
ing, *^  I  will  not  tell  you  whether  I  will  subscribe  or 
not,"  the  office  was  not  void.  This  was  not  an  omitting 
or  neglecting  to  make  the  declaration,  within  stat.  9  6. 4. 
c.  17*  5. 4.  The  question  is^  at  what  moment  the  office 
can  be  said  to  have  become  void  ?  It  did  not  upon  Mr. 
Salomon^s  refusal  to  say  whether  he  would  make  the 
declaration  or  not ;  for  he  might  afterwards  have  offered 
to  do  it  ITindal  C.  J.  That  would  have  altered  the 
case  very  much ;  but  it  is  not  stated  that  he  did.]  He 
retained  the  right.  The  vacancy  ought  not  to  have 
been  declared  till  another  court  was  holden.  [Parke  B. 
Has  the  declaration  of  a  vacancy  any  effect?  If  the 
office  was  void  by  law,  was  any  judgment  of  the  mayor 
and  aldermen  required?]  At  any  rate,  when  he  de- 
clined to  say  whether  he  would  subscribe  or  not,  they 
might,  at  his  request,  have  adjourned,  to  give  him 
time;  and,  if  so,  the  office  was  not  already  void.  But, 
even  if  it  was  void  within  sect  4,  it  was  not  so  to  all 
intents,  until  le^ly  called  in  question  and  determined. 
Sect  9  shews  that,  for  some  purposes,  the  party  might 

be 
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IBdd.       be  an  effident  officer.    iMierson  B.  cited  I%e  Margate 
PUr  Oompant/  v.  Hannam  (a).] 


thk  ftuitir 


Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney  General,  in  reply.  The 
relator  must  establish  that  there  could  be  no  vacancy 
till  a  month  had  elapsed  after  the  election,  however 
positively  the  party  elected  might  say  that  he  never 
would  make  the  declaration.  Here,  the  conduct 
amounted  to  a  refusal.  lAlderson  B.  The  object  con*« 
templated  in  using  the  words  *<  within  one  calendar 
month  neti  before  or  upon  his  admission''  was  t6 
allow  the  benefit  of  a  declaration  made  before  the  ad- 
mission, but  yet  to  bring  it  as  near  as  possible  to  the 
time  of  admitting,  that  It  might  not  be  suggested  that 
the  party  had  changed  his  mind  in  the  interim.  The 
words  cannot  have  been  hitended  to  protect  parties  who 
hesitated  whether  they  should  take  the  declaration  at 
all.]  The  word  ^'placed**  means,  simply, ''appointed 
without  election,*'  as  in  the  case  of  a  new  charter,  and  in 
Other  instances,  where  the  Crown  nominates.  Sect,  d 
of  Stat.  9  6.  4.  c.  17:  gives  validity  to  certain  acts,  but 
that  is  where  they  are  done  ignorantly ;  and  the  pro- 
tection is  for  the  benefit,  not  of  the  party  exercising  an 
office,  but  of  those  claimihg  under  him.  IParke  B. 
You  say  that  when  the  party  applies  for  admission,  and 
omits  to  make  the  declaration,  the  office  is  void.  Sup- 
pose he  does  not  appear  at  the  first  or  second  court 
after  his  election;  if  he  applies  for  admission  at  the 
third,  has  the  office  become  void?]  Not  if  he  has 
never  appeared ;  but  if  he  comes,  voluntarily  or  others 
wise,  and  then  does  not  make  the  declaration,  it  is  void. 

(•)  SJ.  4r^u.jM6. 

Some  of  the  arguments  for  the  Crown,  not  miUerially  differing  from 
those  used  in  the  court  below,  are  omitted. 

Then 
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Then  as  to  the  effect  of  the  word  <<upon/*    lAlder-       ISS9. 
son  B.      The  question  must  always  be^  whether  the    ^ 
thing  to  be  done,  which  follows  that  word,  is  made  a        t^gatfui 
Condition  or  not]    That  is  so,  whatever  be  the  form  of 
expression.    Here,  making  the  declaration  is  the  con- 
dition of  being  admitted.    [Parke  B.    You  say  that  he 
never  has  more  than  one  option  of  being  admitted  or 
not]    There  is  no  reason  that,  when  he  appears,  he 
should  hare  more.    As  to  declaring  th»  avoidance,  there 
is  no  need  that  the  lord  mayor  and  aldermen  should  do 
it;  the  law  Itself  makes  the  adjudication. 

Cur»  adv.  vnU. 

TtNDAL  C.  J.  in  this  term,  June  4th,  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court 

In  this  case,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  gave  judg- 
ment in  favour  of  the  Crown  upon  a  quo  warranto  in« 
formation  filed  agamst  the  defendant,  for  exercising  the 
office  of  alderman  of  the  ward  of  Aldgate^  in  the  city  of 
London.  The  pleadings  raise  the  question  on  demurrer, 
whether,  at  the  time  of  issuing  th€  precept  by  virtue  of 
which  the  defendant  below  was  elected  alderman,  the 
office  was  void,  by  reason  of  Mr.  SalomonSf  who  had 
been  elected  alderman  of  that  ward  upon  a  vacancy  by 
death,  having  neglected  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  Stat  9  G.  4.  c.  17.  s.  3. 

Mr.  Sahmons  had  not  made  and  subscribed  the  de« 
claration,  required  by  that  act,  before  he  tendered  him- 
self to  the  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  for  admission 
into  the  office  of  alderman ;  and  upon  his  so  tendering 
hunself,  as  it  is-  averred  in  the  plea,  <Hhe  said  David 
Salomons  was  then  and  there  requested  by  the  said  court 
of  mayor  and  aldermen  to  make  and  subscribe  in  their 

presence 
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]8S9»       presence  the  said  declaration  in  the  said  act  mentioned,** 

but  "  the  said  David  Salomons  did  not,  nor  would,  at  the 

against  said  court  oF  mayor  and  aldermen  so  holden  as  last 
aforesaid,  nor  at  any  time  within  one  calendar  month 
next  before  or  upon  his  admission ''  "  into  the  said  office 
of  alderman,"  '*or  at  any  other  time  whatsoever,  make 
and  subscribe  the  said  declaration,  but  wholly  omitted 
and  neglected  so  to  do." 

The  replication  does  not  traverse  this  omission  and 
neglect,  but  states  the  special  circumstances,  viz.  that, 
within  the  space  of  one  month  next  after  the  day  of  his 
election,  he  presented  himself  to  the  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen,  and  demanded  and  made  claim  to  be  ad- 
mitted ;  and  that  the  Court  demanded  of  him  whether  he 
had  signed  the  declaration  required  by  the  said  act 
within  the  space  of  one  month  next  before  his  then 
application  for  admission ;  to  which  he  answered,  that  he 
had  not :  whereupon  (he  Court  demanded  of  him  whe- 
ther he  would  make  and  subscribe  the  said  declaration ; 
whereupon  the  said  David  Salomons  declined  to  say 
whether  he  would  or*not,  but  required  the  said  Court  to 
admit  him  to  the  said  office,  which  the  said  Court,  then 
and  there,  and  within  the  space  of  one  month  from  the 
election  of  the  said  David  Salomons  to  the  said  office  of 
alderman,  positively  refused  to  do;  and  the  said  Court 
then  and  there  declared  the  election  of  the  said  David 
Salomons  to  the  said  office  to  be  null  and  void. 

Upon  this  state  of  the  pleadings,  the  Court  is  bound 
to  assume  that  he  omitted  ^to  make  and  subscribe  the 
declaration  at  the  time  when  the  Court  required  him  to 
do  so ;  because  the  allegation  in  the  pl^  that  he  did  so 
omit  and  neglect,  is  not  traversed,  and  it  is  expressly 
alleged  in  the  replication  that'  he  would  not  say  whether 

he 
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he  would  do  so  or  not  after  he  shoald  be  admitted ;  and        18S9. 
the  question  therefore  becomes  this,  whether,  by  reason        " 
of  such  omission  and  neglect,  Mr.  Salomons^s  election     ^agaitut 
became  void:  which  question  depends  upon  the  con- 
struction which  must  be  put' upon  the  act  of  parliament, 
as  to  the  time  at  which  the  declaration  required  by  the 
statute  must  be  subscribed  and  made. 

The  statute  9  0. 4.  c.  17.,  after  referring,  in  the  first 
section,  to  the  acts  usually  called'  the  Corporation  and 
Test  Acts,  and  reciting  the  expediency  of  repealing  so 
much  of  them  as  imposes  the  necessity  of  taking  the 
sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper  according  to  the  rites 
or  usages  of  the  Church  o(  England^  proceeds*  to  repeal 
such  parts  of  the  said  acts.  The  second  section,  after 
reciting  that  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  of  Eng- 
land and  Lrelatidf  and  the  doctrine,  discipline,  and  go* 
▼ernment  thereof,  and  the  Protestant  Presbyterian 
Church  of  Scotland^  and  the  doctrine,  discipline,  and 
government  thereof,  are  by  the  laws  of  this  realm  seve* 
rally  established,  permanently  and  inviolably,  and  that  it 
was  just  and  fitting  that,  on  the  rep^  of  such  parts  of  the 
said  acts  as  impose  the  necessity  of  taking  the  sacrament 
as  a  qualification  for  office,  a  declaration,  which  is  after- 
wards set  forth,  should  be  substituted  in  lieu  thereof^  pro- 
ceeds to  order,  *^  That  every  person  who  shall  hereafter 
be  placed,  elected,  or  chosen  in  or  to  the  office  of  mayor, 
alderman,"  &c^  '^or  in  or  to  any  office  of  magistracy,  or 
places  trust,  or  employment  relating  to  the  government  of 
any  city,''  &c.,  <*  within  England  and  Wales  or  the  town 
of  Bermck-tipon'Tweed^  shall,  within  one  calendar  month 
next  before  or  upon  his  admission  into  any  of  the  afore- 
sud  offices  or  trusts,  make  and  subscribe  the  declaration  " 
therein  set  forth. 

The  third  section  specifies  in  the  presence  of  what 

persons 
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persona  the  said  declaration  shall  be  made  and  sub* 
scribed  I  and  the  fourth  enacts  that,  "if  any  person 
placed,  elected,  or  chosen  into  any  of  the  aforesaid 
offices  or  places,  shall  omit  or  neglect  to  make  and  sub- 
scribe the  said  declaration  in  manner  above-mentioned, 
such  placing,  election,  or  choice  shall  be  Wd  i  and  that 
it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  such  person  to  do  any  act  in  the 
execution  of  the  office  or  place  into  which  he  shall  be  so 
chosen,  elected,  or  placed/' 

It  is  clear,  from  these  recitals  and  provisions,  that  the 
legislature  meant  to  open  as  well  corporate  offices  as 
places  in  the  gift  and  appointment  of  the  Crown  to 
every  person  professing  the  Christian  faith,  instead  of 
confining  them,  as  before  had  been  the  case,  to  those 
only  who  were*willing  to  take  the  sacramental  test  s  but  it 
is  equally  clear  that  it  intended  that  no  one  should  ex- 
ercise such  an  office  unless  he  made  and  subscribed,  at 
the  proper  time,  the  declaration  which  is  substituted 
instead  of  such  sacramental  test:  and  the  only  difficulty 
which  is  raised  upon  this  record  is,  whether  the  proper 
time  had  arrived  for  holcQng  the  election  of  Mr.  Salo- 
mons to  be  void,  when  he  was  required  by  the  Court  of 
mayor  and  aldermen  to  make  and  subscribe  the  de*- 
claration  prescribed  by  the  act,  and  when  he  omitted 
and  neglected  so  to  do. 

And  we  are  all  of  opinion/ that,  upon  the  proper  con- 
struction of  the  act,  such  time  had  then  arrived,  and 
that  the  non-compliance  of  Mr.  Salomons  with  such  re^ 
quisition  of  the  Court  made  his  election  to  the  office  of 
alderman,  ipso  facto,  void. 

Upon  two  points  which  have  been  made  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  we  have 
entertamed  no  doubt     We  think  it  clear  that  the  sta- 
tute 
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t\ite  did  npt  intend,  by  the  second  sectiop,  tp  give  the  1839. 
period  of  one  entire  month  to  the  person  elected,  within  * 
which  he  might  decide  whether  he  would  make  th^  ««ai>tj< 
declnration  or  not;  »nd  that  the  olgectioiit  th^(  on^ 
month  bad  not  elapsed  iq  this  case  between  the  election 
of  M'f  Salomons  and  the  application  to  be  admittedt  19 
entirely  without  foupdation.  ThQ  statute  never  could 
anticipate  that  apy  one  WQuld  off^r  himself  as  a  candidate 
for  the  office  who  had  not  already  made  up  his  mind  tQ 
subscribe  the  declaration  imposed  bylaw;  and  tb^  plain 
object  of  the  provision  csontaiped  in  the  second  section 
appears  to  us  to  be  that»  if»  at  the  time  of  being  ad-^ 
ihittedi  the  person  elected  has  already  made  the  declare^ 
tion  so  recently  as  within  one  month  next  before  (but 
not  at  an  anterior  period),  fiiich  making  of  the  de^slar^- 
tion  sbaill  be  sufficient,  and  be  qannot  be  called  upon 
to  make  it  againt  Neither  hfiTf  we  any  doubt  upon 
another  point  whifih  was  raiaed  in  the  course  of  the 
argument,  namely,  that  the  l^[islature  did  not  intend  to 
give  to  the  person  elected  a  reasom^ble  time  qfter  admia-» 
sion,  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  declaration ;  for,  in 
the  first  place,  such  are  not  the  words  of  the  act «  nqr 
could  the  legislature  have  ever  contemplated  that  the 
propriety  of  making  or  not  making  the  declaration  waa 
a  subject  which  required  any  time  £>r  consideration* 
The  words  of  the  act,  '<  uppn  bis  admission,''  do  not,  as 
it  appears  to  us,  mean  qffer  the  admission  has  t^l^^n 
place,  but  tgxm  the  ooca^on  qfi^ox  at  tie,  tinie.  of  hia  ad- 
mission :  the  worda  of  that  section  phew  tbe  intentkm  of 
the  legislature  to  have. been  that  the  space  of  time  com- 
mencing at  the  dis^nce  qf  one  Cfdendar  month  next 
befprci  and  teripinfiting  witbi  tbe  act  of  f^dsussiooj^ 
should  be  the  limit  or  period  within  which  the  declara- 
tion 
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18S9.       tion  was  required  to  be  made;  so  that,  if  not  made  at 
^  an  earlier  time,  the  latest  opportunity  of  making  it 

would  be  at  the  same  time  and  place  at  which  the  oath 
of  office  was  adminbteredi  and  before  the  same  persons. 
In  effecti  the  making  of  the  declaration  does,  by  Ttrtue 
of  those  words,  form  a  part  of  the  act  of  admission,  and 
is  an  essential  requisite  to  the  being  permitted  to  exer^ 
cise  the  corporate  office.  ^  And  we  hold  it  therefore  to 
be  unnecessary  to  refer  to  instances  of  the  legal  meaning 
of  the  word  <*  upon,"  whic)i,  in  different  cases,  may  un« 
doubtedly  either  mean  before  the  act  done  to  which  it 
relates,  or  simultaneous^  mth  the  act  done,  or  €^er  the 
act  done,  according  as  reason  and  good  sense  require 
the  interpretation,  with  reference  to  the  context,  and  the 
subject  matter  of  the  enactment  And  consequently,  if, 
immediately  after  having  been  admitted  in  the  same  way 
as  if  this  act  had  not  been  passed,  Mr.  Salomons  had 
omitted  and  neglected  to  make  the  declaration,  his 
election  would  unquestionably  have  been  void,  and  it 
would  have  become  the  duty  of  the  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen  to  have  forthwith  issued  a  precept  for  a  new 
election. 

But  the  point'  upon  which  the  doubt,  and  the  only 
doubt,  in  this  case  has  arisen  in  our  minds  is,  whether, 
upon  the  strict  interpretation  of  the  wording  of  the  act, 
the  election  became  void  by  the  mere  offer  of  the  party 
elected  to  be  admitted  at  the  proper  time  when  he 
ought  to  have  been  admitted,  and  by  his  omission  or 
neglect  at  that  time  to  make  and  subscribe  the  declara- 
tion required ;  or  whether,  as  no  admission  had  actually 
taken  place  in  the  old  corporate  form,  that  is,  by  taking 
the  oath  of  office,  the  occasion  had  arisen  upon  which 

he 
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he  was  bound  to  make  the  declaration  and  the  Court       18S9. 
had  the  power  to  declare  the  election  to  be  void. 

'^  The  Qduw 

It  seems,  however,  to  us,  that  the  more  reasonable  j*gedtut 
construction  of  the  act,  and  the  construction  which  will 
best  effectuate  the  intentions  of  the  legislature,  is,  that, 
if  the  person  elected  (not  having  qualified  within  the 
preceding  month  by  making  the  declaration)  be  not 
ready  (and  much  more  if  he  decline  to  say  whether  he 
will  so  do  or  not)  to  make  and  subscribe  the  declaration, 
as  well  as  take  the  corporate  oaths,  at  the  time  and  place 
when  his  admission  ought  to  take  place  according  to  the 
charter,  by-law,  law,  or  usage  of  the  corporation,  no 
complete  or  valid  admission  can  take  place  at  all ;  his 
admission  could  be  at  most  but  an  idle  form,  since  he 
cannot  be  permitted,  under  section  4,  '^  to  do  any  act  in 
the  execution  of  the  office;"  and  that  his  election  thereby 
becomes  void..  The  declaration  comes  in  lieu  of  the 
sacramental  test;  which,  in  the  case  of  corporate  offices, 
must  have  been  taken,  not  only  before  the  admission, 
but  even  the  election  of  the  party ;  it  is  a  test  of  the 
required  qualification  for  the  office,  both  as  indicating 
the  religious  faith  of  the  party,  and  furnishing  a  security, 
by  his  solemn  promise,  against  any  injury  to  the  Pro- 
testant church  and  its  establishments.  And,  as  the 
precise  order  in  which  each  part  of  the  act  of  admission 
is  to  take  place  is  not  defined  by  the  statute,  it  is 
reasonable  to  hold,  where  there  is  any  doubt  as  to  which 
should  precede  the  other,  that  the  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen,  being  the  proper  court  to  give  the  admission, 
may  prescribe  the  order  in  which  the  respective  parts  of 
the  admission  shall  be  arranged;  that  they  may  first 
ascertain  the  qualification  before  they  administer  the 
oath  of  office,  instead  of  adopting  the  course,  which 

Vol,  X.  C  c  might 
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1839.        might  be  useless^  and  which,  if  useless,  would  be  im- 
'        proper.^and  miirht  even  lead  to  inconvenience.  —  that  of 

againn  jSrst  administering  the  oath,  and  afterwards  ascertaining 
the  qualification.  There  is  no  reason,  therefore,  why 
the  admission,  by  administering  the  corporate  oath  of 
office,  should  first  take  place  before  the  statutory  de- 
claration is  made,  but  the  contrary,  as  thereby  this  great 
inconvenience  would  follow,  that  the  time  during  which 
the  corporation  remains  without  an  officer  must  be  un- 
necessarily extended. 

And  we  think  this  construction  is  entirely  consistent 
with  the  words  of  the  statute.  The  second  section  is 
formed  upon  the  supposition  that  the  party  elected  will 
be  completely  admitted,  and  requires  that  he  make  the 
declaration  either  within  a  given  time  before,  or  at  the 
time  and  on  the  occasion  of  his  admission,  superadding 
a  new  requisite  to  the  old  corporate  form  of  admission. 
It  is  the  fourth  section  which  provides  for  the  conse- 
quences of  an  omission  or  neglect  to  make  that  declara* 
tion.  It  enacts  that,  if  the  person  elected  shall  omit  or 
neglect  to  make  and  subscribe  the  said  declaration  in 
manner  above  mentioned^  such  placing,  election,  or  choice 
shall  be  void.  The  question,  therefore,  upon  the  words 
of  this  section,  is,  what  is  the  proper  meanmg  of  the 
general  words  of  reference,  *^  in  manner  above  men- 
tioned ?**  And,  coupling  those  words  with  the  context, 
we  think  we  are  not  bound  to  say  that  they  mean  at  the 
time  when  a  corporate  admission  has  been  actually  com- 
pleted ;  when  it  is  clear  from  the  context  that  an  actual 
admission  cannot  be  an  available  admission,  unless  the 
declaration  is  made,  and  that  the  person  elected  cannot, 
without  such  declaration  made,  exercise  any  corporate 
fiinctions. 

It 
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It  is  also  not  unworthy  of  observation  that  the  words        18S9. 
of  the  fourth  section  do  not  in  terms  provide  that  the     ^   ^ 

"^  The  QuxxN 

admission  shall  be  void,  but  the  ekction  only  (for  the        agahut 

HuMTHimT, 

word  ^'  placing  "  has  no  reference  to  admission,  but  only 
to  appointment  or  title  by  any  other  mode  than  election 
or  choice) ;  and  it  can  scarcely  be  conceived  that,  if  an 
actual  admission  had  been  contemplated,  the  legislature 
would  not  have  declared  such  admission  to  be  void,  by 
the  refusal  or  omission  to  make  the  declaration. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  hold  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  to  be,  that  it  makes  void  the  election,  if  the' 
person  elected  (not  having  previously  qualified  within  a 
calendar  month)  should  omit  or  neglect  to  qualify  him- 
self by  making  the  declaration  at  the  time  and  occasion 
when  he  ought  to  be  admitted ;  and  that  the  useless  form 
of  a  corporate  admission  is  not  necessary  before  the 
party  can  be  called  on  to  qualify  according  to  the  statute^  ' 

and  before  the  election  can  by  law  be  declared  to  be 
void. 

We  therefore  think  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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The  Qu£EN  against  The  Lords  Commissioners 
of  Her  Majesty's  Treasury. 

(In  the  Matter  of  Tibbits.) 


A  town  cleric,     f^RESSWELL  obtained  a  rule,  in  Michaelmas  term, 

who  was  in  \^ 

1837,  calling  upon  the  Lords  Qpmmissioners  of  Her 
Majesty's  Treasury  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus 
should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to  hear  and  de- 
termine the  merits  of  the  appeal  of  James  Tibbits^  on 
his  claim  to  be  allowed  compensation  for  the  loss  of  the 
office  of  town  clerk  of  the  borough  of  Warwick :  notice 
to  be  given  to  the  solicitor  for  the  Treasury,  and  the 
mayor  and  town  clerk  of  the  borough  of  Warwick. 
The  affidavit  of  Tibbits  contained  the  following  state- 
theTVcawiryby  nients.  On  7th  May  1827,  he  was  appointed  to^n 
clerk  (a),  and  he  so  continued  until  and  at  the  passing  of 
the  Municipal   Corporation  Act,  S  in  S  W.  ^.  c.  76. 


oflSce  at  the 
passing  of  stat. 
5  &  6  r.  4. 
c.  76m  but  who 
had  been  re- 
appointed after- 
wards, and 
subsequently 
dismissed  by 
the  couocily 
applied  for 
compensatiooy 
which  the 
council  re- 
fused.   He 
then  appealed 


memorial,  and 
prayed  therein 
to  be  heard  by 
himself,  his 
counsel,  agents, 

or  witnesses.  The  council  sent  in  a  memorial  in  answer,  and  the  townl  cleric  another 
in  reply.  The  council,  in  their  memorial,  alleged  that  they  had  dismissed  him  for  con- 
duct which,  they  stated,  warranted  removaL  This  the  town  clerk  denied.  The  Lords 
of  the  Treasury,  without  hearing  the  parties  further  than  by  taking  the  memorials  into 
consideration,  awarded  that  the  town  clerk  was  entitled  to  no  compensation ;  stating  as 
their  reason,  that  they  thought  the  council  had  made  the  removal  in  the  bonA  fide  and 
justifiable  exercise  of  the  discretion  vested  in  them.  On  application  for  a  mandamus  to 
the  Lords,  commanding  them  to  hear  the  appeal, 

Held,  that  it  could  not  be  granted ;  for  that,  if  the  Lords  had  jurisdiction  (and  semble, 
that  they  had  not),  they  had  already  heard  and  decided. 

Although  the  Court  considered  that  the  dismissal  was  not  warranted  by  the  town  clerk's 
conduct. 

(a)  The  affidavit  also  contained  a  statement  of  a  claim  for  compensa- 
tion made  by  TitbUt  in  respect  of  the  offices  of  clerk  of  the  peace  and 
clerk  to  the  justices,  as  to  which  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  awarded  a 
gratuity ;  but,  as  the  argument  and  judgment  related  exclusively  to  the 
office  of  town  clerk,  so  much  only  as  relates  to  that  office  i«  stated  in  the 
text 

Under 
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Under  the  provisions  of  that  ACt,  he  ceased  to  hold  the        1839. 
office  on  Slst  December  1835,     On  1st  January  1836«       """""^ 

^  The  Qdkxx 

he  was  re-appointed  town  clerk  by  the  new  town  council.  agahut 
On  6th  October  1836,  he  was  removed  by  them  from  .  of  the 
the  office.  Shortly  after  the  act  passed,  a  minute  was 
made  and  promulgated  by  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury, 
dated  lOiYi September  1835^  and  headed,  '' Compensation 
to  Town  Clerks,"  which  referred  to  stat.  1 1  G.  4.  & 
1  W.  4>.  c.  58.,  and  concluded  as  follows  (a). 

*'  My  Lords  coiHider  that  the  principle  adopted  by 
the  legislature  in  the  fore-cited  act  may  fairly  be  applied 

(a)  The  minate  began  thus.  '<  My  Lords  read  the  66th  clause  of  the 
act  for  the  reform  of  municipal  corporations,  by  which  compensation  Is 
provided  for  all  corporate  officers  whose  office  shall  be  abolished,  or  who 
shall  be  removed  from  office  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  or  who  shall 
not  be  reappointed  as  aforesaid ;  and  in  certain  eases  an  appeal-is  given  to 
the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  who  shall  make  such  order  as  may  appear  to 
them  Just,  which  order  shall  be  binding  on  all  parties. 

«  Lord  Melbottme  and  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  inform  the 
board  that  in  the  discussions  which  took  place  in  parliament  on  this 
clause,  it  was  stated  by  them  that  in  filing  the  amount  of  compensation 
It  would  be  right  and  equitable  to  take  into  consideration,  not  only  the 
salary  and  just  emoluments  of  the  office  of  town  clerk,  but  also  the  profits 
derived  from  the  performance  of  legal  business  of  the  several  corporations 
executed  by  town  clerks  in  their  official  capacity,  and  the  just  emoluments 
of  any  other  corporate  appointment  held  by  such  town  clerk,  and  usually 
held  in  conjunction  with,  or  attached  or  annexed  to,  the  office  of  town 
clerk.  'Jj/ij  Lords  concur  in  the  views  expressed  by  Lord  .Mdboume  and 
the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  and  are  pleased  that  their  opinion 
should  be  recorded  for  the  future  guidance  of  the  decisions  on  such  cases 
as  may  be  referred  to  them  under  tlie  act. 

**  My  Lords  proceed  to  consider  the  principles  upon  which  compensation 
should  be  awarded.  My  Lords  read  the  act,  1  W.  4.  c.  58.,  by  which  the 
legislature  have  secured  compensation  to  officers  in  tlie  courts  of  law  upon 
abolition  of  office. 

*<  My  lords  read  the  fourth  reason  of  the  House  of  Commons  for  dis- 
senting to  the  amendment  of  the  Lords  proposing  to  continue  the  existing 
town  clerks  for  life,  in  which  reason  it  is  stated  that  a  just  and  liberal 
construction  cannot  fail  to  be  given  to  the  compensation  clause  proposed 
by  the  House  of  Commons.    My  Lords  consider  **  &c.  (as  aboTe}. 
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to  the  cases  of  the  town  clerks,  and  they  are  of  opmion 
that  in  all  cases  where  such  officer  holds  his  office  for 
life,  or  where  the  usage  has  been  such  as  to  raise  a  just 
expectation  that  the  office  should  continue  for  the  life  of 
the  holder,  a  compensation  of  not  less  than  two  thirds 
of  his  profits  may  be  granted  to  such  officer,  estimated 
upon  the  principles  stated  in  the  commencement  of  this 
minute,  and  calculated  upon  an  average  of  his  just 
emoluments  for  the  five  years  previously  to  the  1st 
January^  18S5." 

About  1st  January  1837,  Tibbits  delivered  to  the 
new  town  clerk  and  the  treasurer  of  the  borough  a 
statement  of  his  claim  for  compensation,  in  which  he 
alleged  that  the  appointment  of  town  clerk  had  been 
always  considered  in  the  borough  as  an  appointment  for 
life,  and  gave  an  estimate  of  his  annual  emoluments  on 
an  average  of  the  last  five  years,  claiming  in  respect 
thereof  1200Z.  On  22d  February  1837,  he  received  a 
notice  firom  the  then  town  clerk,  stating  that  the 
council  had  wholly  disallowed  his  claim,  and  inclosing  a 
report  of  a  committee  appointed  by  them  for  consider- 
ing it,  wherein  they  stated  "  that  the  office  of  town 
clerk  in  Warwick  was  held  during  the  pleasure  of  the 
recorder;  and  the  committee  do  not  find  that  the  usage 
has  been  such  as  to  raise  a  just  expectation  that  Mr. 
James  Tibbits  should  hold  that  office  during  his  life: 
they  therefore,  on  these  grounds  (without  referring  to 
the  various  other  objections  to  the  claim),  do  not  con- 
sider that  he  is  entitled  to  claim  or  receive  any  com- 
pensation out  of  the  borough  fund  by  reason  of  his 
removal  from  that  office." 

In  March  1837  he  appealed  to  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury  by  a  memorial,  in  which  he  stated  the  above 

facts, 
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facts,  and  mentioned  that  he  had  been  removed  by  the 
council  in  consequence  of  some  disputes  having  arisen 
between  the  council  and  himself  relative  to  the  trans- 
action of  the  legal  business  of  the  corporation,  which 
had  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  another  solicitor  while 
he  continued  in  the  office  of  town  clerk*  '  He  then  sub- 
mitted, in  his  memorial,  that  he  ought  to  have  been 
considered  as  holding  for  life,  or,  at  all  events,  under 
such  circumstances  as  to  raise  a  just  expectation  that  he 
should  be  continued  in  his  office  for  life ;  and  he  set  out 
a  clause  of  the  governing  charter  {5  W.Sf  MJ)^  by  which 
it  was  provided  that  the  town  clerk  should  be  appointed 
by  the  recorder,  and  continue  in  his  office  so  long  as  it 
should  please  the  recorder :  and  he  referred  to  the  usage 
of  the  borough,  as  shewing  a  general  practice  of  the  town 
clerk  holding  for  life.  He  added  that  he  was  willing  to 
meet  any  charges  of  misconduct ;  and  prayed  that  he 
might  be  heard  before  their  Lordships  by  himself,  his 
counsel,  agents,  or  witnesses,  in  support  of  his  claims, 
in  case  of  further  opposition  thereto.  About  14th  Jtdy 
1837,  he  received  from  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  a 
copy  of  a  memorial  of  the  corporation  in  answer  to  his 
statement,  with  an  intimation  that  it  was  sent  to  I\im  in 
order  that  he  might  make  any  observation  in  reply. 
The  memorial  of  the  corporation  stated  that  the  usage 
had  never  been  to  consider  the  office  as  one  for  the 
life  of  the  holder ;  and  mentioned  that  one  of  Tibbits's 
predecessors  ))ad  been  dismissed  from  his  office  by 
a  late  recorder.  Other  facts  were  added  as  to  the 
usage.  The  corporation  further  contended,  in  their 
memorial,  that  Tibbits  had  forfeited  all  claim  to  com- 
pensation, by  reason  of  improper  conduct  towards  the 
corporation,  the  facts  respecting  which  they  then  stated ; 
C  c  4  adding 
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adding  that  they,  had  therefore  dismissed  him  from  his 
office,  and  that  they  were  ready  to  prove  the  truth  of 
their  statement  in  any  manner  which  the  Lords  should 
think  necessary.  Tibbits  transmitted  a  memorial  to  the 
Lords  of  the  treasury  in  answer,  denying  or  explaining 
the  allegations  in  the  statement  of  the  corporation,  but 
admitting  the  fact  of  the  dismissal  of  a  previous  town 
clerk  by  the  recorder;  and  contending  that  (as  he  was 
legally  advised)  he  was  entitled  to  be  employed  in  the 
legal  business  of  the  corporation. 

About  28th  December  1837,  he  received  a  Treasury 
minute,  dated  15th  September  1837,  of  which  the  foU 
lowing  are  extracts. 

<*  The  legal  tenure  of  the  office  was  during  the  plea- 
sure of  the  recorder,  who  held  his  office  for  life.  Mr. 
Tibbits  contends  that,  though  the  tenure  was  nominally 
during  the  pleasure  of  the  recorder,  the  usage  was  such 
as  to  raise  a  just  expectation  that  he  should  hold  the 
office  for  life.  My  Lords  refer  to  Mr.  Tibbits^s  own 
statement,  in  which  they  observe,  that  it  is  admitted  by 
him  that,  in  1 798,  Mr.  TTiomas  Greenway^  the  common 
clerk,  was,  in  consequence  of  a  dispute  with  the  late 
Earl  of  Warwick  {a)  f  dismissed  from  his  office.  My 
Lords  cannot  admit  that,  with  the  recent  instance  before 
them,  they  should  be  justified  in  declaring  that  the 
immemorial  usage  had  been  such  as  to  raise  a  just 
expectation  that  the  office  would  continue  for  life,  or 
during  good  behaviour.  They  do  not,  therefore,  judge 
Mr.  Tibbits  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  their  minute  of 
1835,  but  are  of  opinion  that  he  should  be  dealt  with 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  held  an  office  during 
pleasure  in  the  public  service,  and  retired  upon  aboli- 


(a)  The  then  recorder. 


tion 
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tion  or  reduction  of  office,  which  course  my  Lords  have        18S9. 

pursued  in  similar  cases  (a)."        ♦  ♦  ♦        »        . . 

<*  It  remains  for  my  Lords  to  decide  upon  the  claim  agahist 
for  the  loss  of  the  office  of  town  clerk,  to  which  Mr.  of  the  * 
Tibbits  was  elected  by  the  town  council,  from  which  he  "^u^y* 
was  removed  on  the  allegation  of  misconduct  The 
object  of  the  act,  in  giving  the  privilege  of  granting 
compensation  in  such  cases,  was  clearly  to  prevent  the 
claims  for  compensation  being  defeated  under  colour  of 
a  re-«lection  and  subsequent  removal ;  but  it  was  never 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  interfere  with  the  just 
authority  of  the  town  council  over  their  town  clerk,  or 
to  deprive  them  of  the  fair  claims  which  they  possess  to 
the  zealous  and  faithful  services  of  their  legal  adviser 
and  agent.  Had  my  Lords  any  reason  to  suppose, 
from  the  papers  before  them,  that  Mr.  Titbits  was  re^ 
elected  for  the  object  of  defeating  his  claim  for  compen- 
sation, and  of  removing  him  upon  any  pretext  or  excuse 
which  might  subsequently  appear,  and  not  with  tlie 
bona  fide  intent  of  continuing  him  in  office  so  long  as  he 
should  conduct  himself  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  town 
council,  my  Lords  would  have  felt  themselves  bound  to 
have  awarded  him  the  same  compensation  as  if  he  had 
been  originally  removed  from  his  office.  Upon  an  at- 
tentive consideration  of  the  papers,  my  Lords  can  find 
no  ground  to  impute  such  a  course  to  the  town  council, 
or  to-adjudge  that  the  removal  of  Mr.  Tibbits  was  not 
made  in  the  bona  fide  and  justifiable  exercise  of  the 
discretion  vested  in  them.  In  this  view  of  the  case,  my 
Lords  are  decidedly  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Tibbits  is  not 

(a)  It  appeared  from  the  minute  that*  in  tbeie  cases,  the  Lords  were 
in  the  habit  of  awarding  a  compensation  as  a  gratuity,  in  proportion  to 
length  of  serriee, 
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entided  to  compensation  for  his  removal  from  the  office 
of  town  clerk."  Their  Lordships  then  ordered  that  no 
such  compensation  should  be  awarded. 

Tibbits  furthei*  stated,  in  his  affidavit,  that  his  prayer 
to  be  heard  before  the  Lords  had  not  been  complied 
with,  and  that,  as  far  as  he  was  informed,  their  decision 
was  made  without  any  further  investigation  than  as 
appears  by  the  documents  above  mentioned.  In  last 
Hilary  term  (a). 


Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney  General,  Sir  F.  Pollock^ 
and  Wightman^  shewed  cause  on  behalf  of  the  Lords  of 
the  Treasury,  and  Sir  W.  W.  Follett  and  Waddingtm 
on  behalf  of  the  corporation  (5).  The  Lords  of  the 
Treasury  have  in  fact  heard  this  application,  and  would 
so  return,  if  the  mandamus  were  to  go.  Whether  they 
decided  correctly  or  not,  is  a  question  which  cannot 
now  be  discussed ;  this  Court  will  not  hear  an  appeal 
from  the  decision,  even  upon  a^  pure  question  of  law : 
In  the  Matter  of  Pratt  (c).  In  Rex  v.  The  Mayor^  4*^., 
of  Bridgewater  {d)  this  Court  interfered;  but  there  they 
enforced  a  decision  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury.  The 
Court  there  seemed  to  consider  that  the  decision  of  the 
Lords,  if  without  jurisdiction,  might  be  a  mere  nul- 
lity, and  so  not  to  be  enforced  by  this  Court :  and  in 
Regina  v.  The  Corporation  of  Poole  (e)  the  Court  re- 
fused to  enforce  their  decision,  conceiving  the  case  not 

(a)  January  19tb,  1839.  Before  Lord  Denmtm  C.  J.,  LUtledak,  WU- 
Uamst  and  Coleridge  Js. 

(&)  CrestweU  objected  to  counsel  being  heard  on  behalf  of  the  corpora- 
tion, although  the  rule  directed  notice  to  be  given  to  them ;  but  Lord 
Denffum  C  J.  said  that,  according  to  the  practice  in  such  a  case,  the 
corporation  were  entitled  to  be  heard. 

(c)  7A.iE,  27.  id)  6A,^E,  339.  {e)  T  A.  i;  E.  730. 

to 
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to  be  within  the  statute,  and  that  the  Lords,  therefore,  18S9. 
had  no  jurisdiction.  Here,  the  assumption  on  the  — ~ 
other  side  is  that  they  have  jurisdiction  ;  otherwise  the        against 

-r*     •  1  It.  "^^^  Lords 

mandamus  could  not  go.,  Besides,  under  the  circum-  of  the 
stances,  the  compensation  could  be  merely  nominal :  "  ^^' 

the  Court  therefore  will  not  grant  the  writ;  Ex  parte 
Lee  {a). 

Cressnoell  and  G.  Haj/es^  contra.  It  is  certauily  true 
that  this  Court  will  not  enforce  an  order  of  the  Lords  of 
the  Treasury  where  the  statute  gives  no  jurisdiction, 
because  the  Lords  cannot  give  themselves  jurisdiction. 
It  seems  to  follow  that  they  cannot  divest  themselves  of 
jurisdiction :  and  therefore  this  Court,  when  the  Lords 
refuse  to  hear  a  case  within  the  statute^  will  compel  the 
hearing :  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Kent  (i),  Rex  v.  The 
Justices  of  the  City  of  York  (^r),  shew  the  power  exercised 
by  this  Court  in  such  cases.  In  this  case  there  has 
been  no  hearing.  It  is  not  necessary  to  contend  that  the 
applicant  had  a  right  to  appear  by  counsel  or  agent :  but, 
after  the  respective  statements  were  before  the  Lords  of 
the  Treasury,  the  parties  should  have  been  heard ;  and 
a  decision  given  without  such  hearing  is  a  nullity.  Mr. 
Tibbits  applied,  in  his  first  memorial,  to  be  heard  by 
himself,  or  his  counsel,  or  agent.  This  was  the  more 
necessary,  because  from  Ex  parte  Lee  (d)  it  appears  that 
the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  are  not  aware  that  an  oflSce 
held  during  good  behaviour  is  an  office  for  life.  Here 
they  appear  to  assume  that  a  bona  fide  removal  is  suf- 
ficient to  destroy  a  claim  for  compensation ;  but  the  legis- 
lature meant  to  provide,  not  merely  against  removals  mala 

(a)  1  A.  ^  E.  139.  (b)  14  East,  395. 

(c)  lA.iE.  828.  (rf)  lA.^E.  139.     See  p.  141. 

fide. 
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_    ~'  made  under  circumstances  not  justiryinir  dismissal  from 

The  Qou!r  "^         ''     ^ 

against  an  office  held  during  good  behaviour.     Such  removal. 

The  Lords 

of  the  though  made  bona  fide,  may  be  unjustifiable.     The 


Treasury. 


proviso  in  sect.  66  of  stat.  5  &  6  )9^.  4.  c.  76.  is,  <^  That 
every  such  officer  who  shall  be  continued  in  or  re-ap- 
pointed to  such  office  under  the  provisions  of  this  act, 
and  who  shall  be  subsequently  removed  from  such  office 
for  any  cause  other  than  such  misconduct  as  would  war- 
rant removal  from  any  office  held  during  good  behaviour, 
shall  be  entitled  to  compensation  in  like  manner  as  if  he 
had  been  forthwith  removed  under  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  and  had  not  been  continued  in  or  re-appointed  to 
such  office."  This  refusal  appears,  by  the  statement  of 
the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  to  have  proceeded  on  a 
wrong  principle. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Dekman  C.  J.,  in  the  present  term  {June  Sd), 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

This  was  an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  hear  and 
decide  the  appeal  of  the  late  town  clerk  of  the  borough 
of  Warwick  against  the  refusal  of  the  council  to  allow 
him  any  compensation  for  the  loss  of  his  office.  It 
arises  under  the  sixty-sixth  section  of  the  Municipal 
Reform  Act,  which  requires  the  town  council  to  make 
compensation  to  all  whose  offices  may  be  abolished,  or 
who  may  be  removed  from  them  under  the  provisions 
of  that  act,  with  a  proviso,  that  every  such  officer  who 
shall  be  so  removed  for  any  cause,  other  than  such 
misconduct  as  would  warrant  removal  from  any  office 
held  during  good  behaviour,  shall  be  entitled  to  com- 
pensation in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  been  -removed 

forthwith 
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forthwith  under  the  provisions  of  that  act,  and  had  not        1839. 
been  continued  in  or  reappointed  to  his  office.  — — 

rrw      i.  ^  1  The  Qunir 

The  facts  of  the  present  case  are  these :  that  the  town  agahui 
clerk  was  continued  in  his  office  for  some  time  after  the  of  the 
act  passed ;  but  the  corporation^  being  involved  in  some  ^^*''<^« 
proceedings  in  chancery  respecting  the  management  of 
a  charity,  were  dissatisfied  with  his  conduct  in  some 
particulars  comiected  with  it.  He  had  refused  to  part 
with  some  documents,  placed  by  the  terms  of  the  trust 
under  his  care,  for  the  purpose  of  being  carried  to  the 
solicitor  in  London;  and  had  insisted  on  keeping  the 
key  of  the  chest  in  which  they  were  lodged.  These 
circumstances  produced  some  degree  of  inconvenience, 
and  some  angry  feelings ;  and  he  was  removed  from  his 
office  by  a  vote  of  the  council,  who  refused  him  all  com- 
.pensation.  On  his  appealing  to  the  Treasury,  their 
Lordships  were  of  opinion  that  the  removal  was  justi- 
fiable, and  confirmed  the  order  of  the  council,  observing 
to  the  efiect  that,  though  officers  were  not  to  be  removed 
without  reasonable  cause,  yet  in  this  case  they  thought 
the  council  had  just  ground  for  dissatisfaction  in  the 
town  clerk's  conduct,  and  were  therefore  not  bound  to 
make  compensation  to  him  on  his  removal. 

In  the  Treasury  minute  issued  on  the  present  occasion, 
their  Lordships  very  candidly  disclose  the  reasons  for 
their  decision,  observing  that  the  proviso  was  meant  to 
protect  the  officers  from  fraudulent  amotion,  but  that  the 
town  council  of  Warwick  could  not  be  charged  with  any 
improper  motive,  as  the  dissatisfaction  appears  to  their 
Lordships  to  be  genuine  and  well  founded.  But,  in 
answer  to  diis,  it  must  be  said  that  the  protection 
against  fraudulent  amotion  is  specific,  and  is  referred  to 

a  precise 
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1889.  a  precise  test,  — whether  the  amotion  would  have  been 

_    Z  warranted  by  the  officer's  misconduct. 

The  QusEW  "^ 

agairui  The  town  clerk  urges  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  no 

of  the  such  misconduct.     We  think  him  in  this  clearly  right; 


Treasury. 


and  the  contrary  proposition  was  not  contended  for  at 
the  bar.  But  the  cause  shewn  against  the  rule  was,  that 
the  proceeding  asked  for  was  already  complete,  as  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury  had  heard  and  decided  the  com- 
plaint; which  is  certainly  true:  so  that,  if  they  have 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  as  the  application 
for  the  rule  supposes,  they  have  actually  pronounced  a 
judgment  which  cannot  be  questioned. 

The  Court,  however,  conceived  a  strong  doubt  whe- 
ther this  jurisdiction  is  entrusted  by  the  act  to  the  Lords 
of  the  Treasury.  An  appeal  to  them  is  indeed  given 
from  the  decision  of  the  town  council ;  but  the  proviso 
comes  after,  giving  full  compensation  to  such  as  may  be 
removed  without  such  misconduct  as  would  warrant 
dismissal,  not  such  as  their  Lordships  may  think  would 
have  warranted  dismissal.  No  power  is  conferred  by 
the  act  on  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  for  ascertaining 
the  facts  which  may  be  thought  to  prove  such  mis- 
conduct ;  nor  is  there  any  disrespect  to  their  Lordships 
in  supposing  that  they  may  not  be  cognisant  of  the 
law  (often  difficult  of  application)  on  which  the  question 
might  turn. 

These  considerations  appear  to  prove  that  the  Lords 
of  the  Treasury  have  no  power  to  decide  the  question 
whether  the  town  clerk  has  or  has  not  been  properly 
removed  from  his  office.  If  they  have  it  not,  the  man- 
damus prayed  for  cannot  issue,  for  that  reason.  If  they 
possess  the  jurisdiction,  the  answer,  that  they  have 

already 
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already  exercised  it,  is  equally  conclusive  against  making 
the  rule  absolute, 

Whetlier  there  may  be  another  remedy  it  is  no  part 
of  our  duty  to  decide  at  present 

Rule  discharged  (a). 

(a)  The  Queen  against  The  Lords  Commissioners  of  Her 
Majesty's  Treasury. 

(In  the  Matter  of  Trevor.) 

A  rule  for  a  similar  mandamus  had  been  obtained  in  Michadnuu  term, 
18S7»  by  Sir  W,  W.  FoUett,  on  behalf  dJohn  Trevor,  late  town  clerk  of 
Bridgewater.  In  last  SaUer  tenn  ( April  1 6th»  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.y 
LUtledale,  Patteton,  and  Coleridge,  Js.),  Sir  John  Campbellt  Attorney 
General,  Sir  F.  Pollock,  and  Wightman  shewed  cause,  and  Jerins  and 
Jardine  supported  the  rule.  The  foUowing  cases  were  referred  to: 
Harcourt  ▼.  Fox  (4  Mod.  167,),  Bex  ▼.  Owen  (4  Mod.  293.  )>  Bagg't 
Cue  (1 1  Bep,  93  b,),  Bex  y.  The  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  London  (3  B. 
{r  Ad.  255,),  Ex  parte  Smyth  (S  A,  $•  E.  719. )f  ^Cent  v.  Elttob  (3  Ead, 
IS.). 

Cur,  adv,vvU, 


1889. 

The  QuEXM 

againtt 
The  Lords 

of  the 
Treasury. 


Lord  DsvxAir  C  J.,  after  deliyering  the  judgment  in  the  text,  added, 
— In  another  case,  moved  on  the  part  of  the  town  clerk  of  Bridgewater,  the 
same  judgment  must  be  given ;  the  only  difference  in  the  two  elites  lying 
in  the  particulars  of  conduct  which  have  been  thought  to  justify  his  di»- 
missal,  but,  in  our  opinion,  certainly  do  not,  within  the  terms  and  mean- 
ing of  the  proviso. 

Rule  discharged. 

See  the  imt  caiet,  p.  386. 
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The  following  cases  may  properly  be  added  here. 

j^^^'  4tb         '^^^  Queen  against  The  Corporation  .of 
"^-  Warwick. 

The  Queen  against  The  Mayor,   Aldermen, 
and  Burgesses  of  the  Borough  of  Newbury. 

Where. iiarty      AFTER  the  above  decision  in  The  Queen  v.  The 

removed  from      JTm. 

a  borough  office  Lords  of  the  Treasury^  a  rule  was  obtained  on 

5  &  6  IT.  4.       behalf  of  Mr.  TihbiU^  in  the  same  (TViWfy)  term,  for  a 
appoint!^,  and   uiandamus  to  the  corporation  to  assess  compensation 

mS  wU«   ^®  ^^^^  ^^"^  ^^  ^^^^  °^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^"^^  ^^^^'    ^^^ 
to  the  town       affidavit  in  support  of  this  rule  set  forth  the  same 

compensation,    grounds  of  application  as  those  urged  in  support  of 

fused,  and  he     the  former  motion;    alleged  reasons  for  which  Mr. 

thereupon  ap* 

peals  to  the  Tihbtts  believed  that  he  should  have  held  his  office 

Treasury  under  ^'^l  death  or  resignation,  but  for  the  passing  of  stat. 

sui^iiie?  t*ife^*  5  &  6  W^.  4.  c.  76. ;  and  mentioned  the  prior  application 

}^^l  **?^*  "°  acainst  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  and  its  unsuccessful 

jurisdiction  to        ^  •^ ' 

*"*1"^"5  ^*»*-  result,  stating,  as  the  ground  of  rejection, ."  that  this 

was  not  re-  deponent  was  not  legally  entitled  to  any  compensation 

sufficient  cause  Under  the  said  statute."     The  affidavits  in  answer  went 

section.  into  the  merits  of  the  case  as  to  the  grounds  of  dis* 

forc'where'^e  ^i^issal,  and  the  alleged  tenure  of  office,  and  stated  that 

Sdwm-  *®  I^""^^  ^^  a  f"il  statement  of  facts,  had  decided 

pensation,  and  against  Mr.  TilibiU  as  to  the  tenure  and  reasonable 

the  Lords,  on      ^ 

appeal  under      expectation  of  continuance  in  the  office. 

sect  <)6,  and  on 

inquiry  into  the       In  the  casc  of  The  Queen  V.  The  Mai/or^  4^.,  of  the 

facts  leading  to 

the  dismissal,      BoTOUgh  of  Ntvhuryj  a  rule  had  been  obtained,  on  be- 

con firmed  such 

refusal,  this  Court,  on  affidaTits  satisfactory  to  them»  granted  a  mandamus  calling  on  the 

corporation  to  Mteia  compeasationi  notwithatanding  the  judgment  of  the  Lords. 

half 


The  Qomr 
agamti 
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half  of  Bobert  Baker  (in  Trinity  ternii  1 839),  for  a  man-  1 840. 
damns  commanding  the  mayor,  &c.,  to  prepare,  execute, 
and  deliver  to  him  a  bond,  securing  to  him  an  annuity  of  agamd 
107/.,  in  compensation  for  the  loss  of  his  oflSce  of  town  Coipomtion  of 
clerk  of  the  said  borough.  He  stated  in  his  affidavit  that  ^  '  ^ 
he  was  town  clerk  when  stat.  B9x»6  W.^*  c»  76.  passed, 
was  reappointed  in  August  18*36,  and  was  dismissed,  by  corpontionof 
resolution  of  the  town  council,  in  January  1838.  He  Niw»o»t. 
denied  that  such  dismissal  was  merited,  or  that  he  had 
been  guilty  of  such  misconduct  as  would  warrant  his 
removal  from  the  said  office  or  any  office  held  during 
good  behaviour;  and  he  stated  his  belief  (alleging  cir- 
cumstances as  to  the  tenure  in  former  times)  that,  but 
for  the  passing  of  the  act,  he  would  have  continued  to 
hold  the  office  during  life.  He  then  deposed  that,  in 
March  1838,  he  laid  before  the  town  council  a  claim 
of  compensation,  which  they  disallowed ;  whereupon  he 
presented  a  memorial  of  appeal  to  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury,  setting  forth  the  material  circumstances  of 
the  case.  The  Lords  transmitted  the  memorial  to  the 
mayor,  to  be  laid  before  the  town  council  for  any  ob- 
servation upon  or  answer  to  it  which  they  might  think 
fit  to  submit ;  and  the  town  council  presented  a  reply 
to  the  memorial,  in  which  they  stated  at  length  the 
reasons  for  their  determination  on  Mr.  Baker's  claim, 
and  contended  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  compen- 
sation under  the  sixty-sixth  section  of  the  act  The 
Lords  transmitted  this  statement  to  Mr.  Baker  for 
any  observations  which  he  might  think  fit  to  make ; 
and  he  presented  a  memorial  in  answer.  The  Lords, 
by  minute  of  January  23d,  1839,  made  (as  was 
therein  stated)  after  having  *<read  all  the  papers  in 
the  appeal,''  and  *^  upon  a  full  consideration  of  all  the 
Vol.  X.  D  d  papers," 


Warwick. 

The  QuKBH 
agamtit 
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1840.       papers/'  pronounced  Mr.  Baker  entitled  to  compensa- 

'  tion;  awarded  him  an  annuity  of  107/.  for  life;  and 

The  QuEin  *^ 

againMt       directed  that  an  order  should  be  prepared,  and  sent. 

The 

Corporation  of  With  that  minute,  to  the  mayor.  The  affidavit  stated 
that  this  was  done,  but  no  step  taken  by  the  town 
council  for  granting  the  annuity. 

Co  ^*Sonol  ^^^  affidavits  in  answer  controverted  Mr.  Baier*s 
NawiaBT^  statements  as  to  the  tenure  of  the  office,  and  alleged 
further  that  he  had  been  dismissed  (after  due  examin- 
ation and  hearing)  for  misconduct,  which  they  shortly 
specified,  and  which,  in  the  opinioa  of  the  town  council, 
would  warrant  removal  from  any  office  held  during 
good  behaviour:  and  that  the  facts  in  these  affidavits 
above  mentioned,  and  all  the  material  circumstances  of 
the  dismissal,  were  stated  by  the  town  council  to  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury,  in  answer  to  Mr.  Baker's  me* 
morial,  and  while  the  same  was  und^r  their  consider- 
ation. The  affidavits  then  set  forth  more  fully  the 
circumstances  of  the  alleged  misconduct,  and  of  Mr. 
Baker's  dismissal,  and  averred  that  the  town  council 
delivered  to  the  Lords  a  statement  under  their  comnon 
seal,  alleging  the  principal  facts  above  set  forth,  and 
examining  the  details  of  Mr.  Baker's  claim  for  compen- 
sation ;  but  such  examination  was  declared  to  be  with- 
out prejudice  to  the  position  that  his  conduct  warranted 
his  removal  without  compensation.  The  deponent!^  also 
stated  that  they  were  advised  and  believed  that  the  mis- 
conduct stated  by  them  warranted  removal  from  any 
office  held  during  good  behaviour* 

This  case  coming  on  for  argument  before  that  of  The 
Queers  v«  The  Corporation  of  Warwick^  and  raising  the 
same  point  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury,  the  Court  desired  to  hear  the  latter  case  also 

before 
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before  giving  any  judgment;  and  they  were  argued  in        1840. 
immediate  succession  (a). 

^   '  The  QoKXK 

agtdnat 
The 

Sir  W.  W.  Folktt  and  J.  L.  Adolphm  against  the  rule   Corporation  of 
in  The  Queen  v.  The  Mayor ^  4"^.,  ^  NeaAmy.    The 
adjudication  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  is  ineffectual        ^nn^ 
for  want  of  jurisdiction.      By  stat.  5  &  6  TT.  4.  c.  76    coro^t^on  ^^f 
s.  66.  every  officer  of  a  borough  "  who  shall  be  in  any      Niwboey. 
office  of  profit  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  act, 
whose  office  shall  be  abolished,  or  who  shall  be  re- 
moved "  under  the  act,  or  shall  not  be  re-appointed,  and 
every  such  officer  re-appointed  under  this  act  who  shall 
be  subsequently  removed  ^*  for  any  cause  other  than  such 
misconduct  as  would  warrant  removal  from  any  office 
held  during  good  behaviour,^'  is  declared  entitled  to 
compensation,  which  is  to  be  assessed  by  the  council 
and  paid  out  of  the  borough  fund.     The  same  section 
enacts  that  every  person  ^'  entitled  to  such  compensa- 
tion^ shall  deliver  a  statement  as  to  his  past  emolu- 
ments, Sec,  and  setting  forth  the  sum  claimed  by  him, 
which  statement  shall  be  taken  into  consideration  and 
determined  upon  by  the  council;  and,  if  the  claimant 
**  shall  think  himself  aggrieved  by  the  determination  of 
the  council  thereon,  or  in  case  one  third  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  council  shall  subscribe  a  protest  against  the 
amount  of  compensation  allowed  by  the  determination 
of  the  council  as  excessive,"  the  claimant,  or  any  mem- 
ber of  the  council  so  subscribing,  may  appeal  to  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury,  **  who  shall  thereupon  make 
such  order  as  to  them  shall  seem  just  ;'*  and  such  order, 
signed  &c.,  <*  shall  be  binding  on  all  parties.''     By  this 
clause  it  is  an  essential  preliminary  to  the  claim,  that 

(a)  January  29th  and  SOth.     Before  Lord  Dgnman  C.  J.»  LUtledale, 
Wiiiiamtf  and  Coleridge  Js. 

Dd  2  the 
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1840.        the  party  shall  have  held  ofiice  under  the  circumstances 

'       pointed  out  by  the  act,  and  have  been  removed  (or  not 

againti  le-appoiuted),  under  the  act;  or  that,  if  re-appomted, 
Corporation  of  he  shall  have  been  removed  for  such  cause  as  (he 
section  defines.  These  are  facts  necessary  to  give  the 
^4^"  claimant  a  locus  standi  before  the  council.  If  they 
Conxion  of  are  unquestioned,  and  the  council  adjudicate  upon 
NiwBUET.  ^ijg  claim,  but  make  an  unsatisfactory  award  as  to 
the  amount,  an  appeal  clearly  lies  to  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury.  But,  if  these  preliminary  facts,  or  the  legal 
inference  from  them,  as  he  suggests  it,  be  denied,  and 
the  council  for  that  reason  refuse  to  award  any  compen- 
sation, the  claimant  ought  not  to  appeal  to  the  Lords  of 
the  Treasury,  nor  can  they  enquire  into  the  matter  in 
dispute.  He  must  move  this  Court  for  a  mandamus 
to  the  council  to  hear  his  claim  and  award  compensa- 
tion; if  they  still  contest  the  facts  upon  which  he 
grounds  his  right  of  claim,  the  Court,  if  it  sees  cause, 
will  grant  the  writ,  and,  on  a  return,  the  facts  may  be 
tried  in  due  course  of  law.  Then,  if  a  peremptory  man- 
damus issue,  the  council  must  determine  the  amount  of 
compensation ;  and  upon  that  point  the  claimant,  if  dis- 
satisfied, may  appeal  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury.  But, 
if,  when  the  council  refuse  to  entertain  his  claim,  he  ap- 
peals, in  the  first  instance,  to  the  Lords  upon  the  disputed 
question  of  fact  or  law,  he  submits  matter  to  them  which 
they  have  no  power  to  try.  The  Lord  Treasurer,  whom 
they  represent,  had  no  such  judicial  authority ;  4  Inst. 
ell;  and  they  can  have  none  but  that  which  the  statute 
gives  them.  The  statute  furnishes  them  with  no  means 
of  enquiring  into  disputed  facts ;  they  cannot  administer 
an  oath,  or  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses :  and  on 
points  of  law  they  have  no  legal  assessor ;  nor  is  there 
any  court  of  Qppeal  to  rectify  their  judgments  if  tliey 

mistake. 
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mistake  the  law :  yet,  if  they  could  determine  the  preli-        1840. 
minary  questions  which  arise  as  to  the  right  of  making        ' 
a  claim,  they  would  often  have  to  decide  very  important        againH 
questions  both  of  law  and  of  fact.     The  statute,  in   Corporation  of 
reality,  makes  them  mere  valuers.     When  the  party         ^*^'««- 
«*  entitled  to  such  compensation  "  has  had  his  statement     '^^SwI** 
received  and  considered  by  the  council,  the  Lords  of  the   q     ^^^  * 
Treasury  are,  in  case  of  appeal,  made  arbitrators  upon      New«o»t. 
the  question  of  amount     Their  mode  of  trying,  by 
memorials  and  counter-memorials,  is  suited  to  this  kind 
of  investigation,  but  not  to  inquiries  of  a  more  difficult 
kind,  as  on  questions  of  misconduct.    The  appeal  is 
given  in  case  the  claimant  thinks  himself  aggrieved  by 
the  determination,  or  if  one  third  of  the  council  pro- 
test against  the  amount  of  compensation  as  excessive. 
There  is  no  reason  that  the  enquiry  should  be  limited 
to  amount  in  the  one  case  more  than  in  the  other ;  the 
wording  of  this  clause  is  an  additional  proof  that  the 
same  limit  was  contemplated  in  Both  instances.     It  may 
be  contended  that  the  council  are,  by  sect  66,  to  assess 
compensation  with   "regard*'  to  ''all'*  the  "circum- 
stances of  the  case,"  and  that  the  Lords  must  assess 
upon  the  same  principle ;  but  the  "  circumstances,"  on 
the  enquiry  before  them,  can  only  be  those  bearing  on 
the  question  of  amount     Here  the  lords  have  made 
their  award  upon  statements  raising  the  whole  question 
of  misfeasance  in  office ;  their  adjudication,  therefore,  is 
grounded  on  an  excess  of  jurisdiction. 

In  the  late  case  of  Eegina  v.  The  Lards  of  the  Treasury^ 
In  the  Matter  of  Tibbits  (a),  this  Court  expressed  at 
least  a  doubt  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Lords  to  decide 
whether  or  not  a  town  clerk  had  been  properly  removed. 
In  Rex  V.  The  Mayor ^  S^c^  of  Bridgenoater  (i),  where  the 

(a)  Antd,  p.  S74.  (6)  ^A.^E.  339. 

D  d  9.  Lords, 
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)84a        Lords,  on  appeal,  had  awarded  compensation,  as  for  a 

'       corporation  office,  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  and  Coleridge  J. 

agtdnu       intimated  that,  if  it  had  appeared  not  to  be  a  borough 

The 

CorponiUonor  office,  the  Court  would  not  have  enforced  the  decision, 

AEwicE.     ^^^  ^^^  ^^  LK)rds  could  not,  by  their  own  order,  give 

"^^  SuT*     themselves  jurisdiction.     If  they  had  jurisdiction,  their 

^     ^    ^  order,  by  sect.  66,  was  "  binding  on  all  parties.**     In 

CorpoTfttioii  of  .  o  * 

MswiQAT.  Begina  v.  The  Corporation  of  Poole  {a)  the  Lords  had, 
on  appeal,  awarded  compensation  for  dismbsal  from  an 
office :  but  this  Court  held  that  the  party  was  not  dis- 
missed by  virtue  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  act,  and 
therefore  refused  to  enforce  the  award  by  mandamus : 
and  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  said,  ^^  We  were  desirous  of 
considering  whether,  upon  the  affidavits,  he  was  an  officer 
of  the  borough  of  Poole^  and  had  been  removed  from 
his  office  under  the  provisions  of  the  act.  If  we  should 
be  satisfied  that  the  affirmative  of  both  these  pro- 
positions was  established,  we  had  no  doubt  that  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury  had  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  to 
determine  on  his  right  to  compensation ;  and  it  would 
then  be  our  duty  to  enforce  by  mandamus  obedience  to 
the  award  they  have  made ;  but,  if  either  of  those  pro- 
positions be  decided  in  the  negative,  it  would  be  equally 
clear  that  their  Lordships  have  not,  and  of  course 
cannot  give  themselves,  jurisdiction.'*  It  is  unneces- 
sary here  to  discuss  the  facts ;  for  it  is  sufficient  that 
the  council  have  dismissed  Mr.Baker^s  claim  on  ac- 
count of  an  objection  to  his  right  of  appearing  as  a 
claimant ;  narody,  that  he  was  removed  from  office  on 
a  bonft  fide  charge  of  misconduct.  Had  the  charge 
been  made  colourably,  to  preclude  the*claim,  a  diffisrent 
^question  would  have  arisen ;  but  that  is  not  pretended. 

(a)  1  A.^E,  730. 

Sir 
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Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney  General,  and  Whateley^  iq        .1840. 
support  of  the  rule;    and  Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney     ^pTT 
General,  and  fVaddtn^onj  in  opposition  to  the  rule  in        againsi 
The  Queen  v.  The  Corporation  of  Warwick.   If  the  Lords    CorponUon  of 
of  the  Treasury  had  not  jurisdiction,  their  award,  of 
course,  cannot  stand.     But  it  is  clear  that  they  have        ^ai^^ 
jurisdiction  over  the  claim  of  an  officer  dismissed  and    corpormUon  of 
not  re-appointed ;  and  there  is  no  distinction  between      Nxwbuat. 
that  and  the  claim  of.  a  person  re-appointed  and  dis- 
missed without  proper  causew     It  is  contended  on  the 
other  side  that,  on  appeal,  the  act  makes  them  merely 
valuers;  but  sect.  66  directs  that  the  town  council,  in 
assessing  compensation  to  an  officer  not  re-appointed,  is 
to  consider  ^*  the  manner  of  bis  appointment  to  the  said 
office,  and  his  term  or  interest  therein,  and  all  other 
circumstances  of  the  case;''  and,  when  the  claimant 
appeals,  the  whole  matter,  as  it  came  before  the  council, 
is,  by  sect  66,  referred  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury* 
Where  members  of  the  council  protest,  the  Lords  are 
expressly  limited  in  their  enquiry  to  the  question  of 
amount;  but,  where  the  claimant  appeals,  there  is  no 
such  restriction :  the  council  are  first  to  decide  upon  the 
right  of  claim  and  the  quantum ;  and, "  in  case  the  person 
preferring  such  claim  shall  think  himself  aggrieved  by  the 
determination  of  the  council  thereon,"  he  may  appeal  to 
the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  ^^  who  shall  thereupon  make 
such  order  as  to  them  shall  seem  just"     It  is  contended 
that  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  cannot  decide  a  dis- 
puted question  on  the  right,  because  they  have  no  au- 
thority to  administer  an  oath :  but  they  can  decide  upon 
the  evidence  taken  before  the  couiici].     Here  the  town 
council  of  Newbury  submitted  themselves  to  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Lords  upon  the  evidence.     If,  indeed,  the 
D  d  4  supposed 
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1840.        supposed  office  for  which  the  Lords  grant  compensation 
'       prove  not  to  be  an  office  within  the  act,  their  award  must 

The  QoEBX 

mettt$ut        necessarily  be  a  nullity ;  aud  that  was  the  case  in  Re- 

Th« 

Corporation  of  gtna  v.  The  Corporation  of  Poole  {a):  but  no  such  point 

arises  here.     In  Ex  parte  Lee  (A)  it  was  made  a  question 

"^4^"     whether  the  Lords  had  jurisdiction  where  the  council 

^  '^  .  had  entirely  refused  to  grant  compensation  under  all  the 
NiwBVET.  circumstances  of  the  case ;  and  this  Court  did  not  deny 
that  they  had  such  jurisdiction.  But  in  such  a  case,  if 
the  Lords  could  decide  at  all,  the  whole  matter  must 
go  before  them.  This  Court  will  not  enter  into  ques- 
tions of  nicety  on  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Lords  Com- 
missioners in  cases  of  compensation.  They  are  appointed 
by  the  statute  as  a  temporary  tribunal  to  administer  a 
rough  justice  (under  the  control  of  this  Court)  in  a 
particular  class  of  cases,  the  legislature  placing  this 
confidence  in  them  with  a  view  that  they  should  act 
liberally,  and  take  care  that  persons  really  aggrieved 
should  obtain  the  compensation  due  to  them. 

Cresffwell  and  G.  Hayes  in  support  of  the  rule  in  The 
Queen  v.  TTie  Corporation  of  Warwick.  Ex  parte  Lee  (i), 
if  it  decided  any  thing  applicable  to  the  present  case, 
would  shew  that  the  town  council  cannot  absolutely  re- 
fuse compensation,  nor  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  con- 
firm such  refusal  on  appeal.  Eegina  v.  The  Corporation 
qfPook  (a)  is,  in  principle,  decisive  of  this  case.  If  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury  there  could  not  decide  conclu- 
sively that  the  claimant  was  removed  from  his  office 
under  circumstances  entitling  him  to  compensation 
within  the  statute,  neither  can  they  conclusively  decide 

(a)  lA.iE.  730.  (6)  7  J.  ^  £.  139. 

that 
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that  point  here.  This  Court  is,  by  virtue  of  its  ordinary        1840. 


Tbe  QuHii 


jurisdiction,  the  proper  tribunal  for  determining  the 
party's  right  to  be  a  claimant;  and  that  jurisdiction        cg*^ 
could  be  taken  away  only  by  express  statutory  enact-  Corporation  of 
ment    It  is  argued  that,  although  the  Lords  cannot         ^^^^x* 
examine  witnesses,  they  may  act  upon  the  evidence  taken        aga^^ 
by  the  town  council;  but,  where  an  individual  is  the   corporation  of 
appellant,  he  might  justly  complain  that  this  was  trying      ^^^^vat* 
the  case  on  evidence  taken  by  the  adverse  party.    And 
the  council  have  no  power,  by  sect  66,  to  examine  any 
one  on  oath  but  the  claimant  himself. 

Cur,  adv.  wit. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  in  T^  Queen  v.  The  Corporation  of  fVaraoick. 

The^late  town  clerk,  having  been  removed  from  his 
office,  appealed  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  complain- 
ing that  the  removal  was  not  justified  by  such  miscon- 
duct as  would  have  warranted  his  removal  from  an  office 
held  during  good  behaviour.  Their  Lordships,  having 
considered  the  statements  of  both  parties,  dismissed  the 
appeal,  thinking  that  the  council  had  acted  bona  fide, 
and  that  they  had  just  ground  for  removing  the  officer. 
The  supposed  m'isconduct  was  laid  before  us  by  affi- 
davit, and  appeared  to  us  then,  as  it  does  now,  not  to 
be  such  as  would  have  warranted  removal  from  an  office 
held  during  good  behaviour.  If,  however,  the  Lords 
of  the  Treasury  had  jurisdiction  to  try  that  question,  all 
the  world  is  bound  by  their  decision,  though  we  may 
deem  it  erroneous.  But  a  mandamus  to  them  to  hear 
and  decide  was  refused,  because  they  either  had  no 
jurisdiction  or  had  already  exercised  it.  The  same 
gentleman  has  now  obtained  a  rule  for  a  mandamus  to 

the 
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184a  the  council  to  assess  compensation  for  the  loss  of  his 
office^  on  the  ground  that  his  removal  was  unwarrantable 
under  the  proviso  above  alluded  to.    The  cause  now 


The  Qjamn 


The 

Corporation  of  shewn  against  that  rule  is  the  before-mentioned  decision 
of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  on  his  appeal,  and  brings 
^•LSmJ*"     directly  before  us  the  question  of  their  jurisdiction  in 
«     ^**S      *  this  matter. 

Corporsdon  of 

NiwBvav.  The  effective  words  of  the  sixty-sixth  clause  are, 

that  every  officer  of  a  borough  who  shall  be  in  any 
office  of  profit  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  act,  who 
shall  be  removed  i)rom  his  office  under  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  shall  be  entitled  to  have  an  adequate  compen- 
sation, to  be  assessed  by  the  council,  for  the  salary,  fees, 
and  emoluments  of  the  office,  regard  being  had  to  the 
manner  of  his  appointment,  and  his  term  or  interest  in 
the  office,  and  all  other  circumstances  of  the  case :  the 
person  entitled  shall  deliver  in  a  statement  of  the  amount 
received  by  him  for  the  last  five  year8»  and  the  council 
shall  consider  and  determine  thereon ;  and,  if  he  think 
himself  aggrieved  by  their  determination,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  him  to  appeal  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury, 
who  shall  thereupon  make  such  order  as  to  them  shall 
seem  just,  which  shall  be  conclusive  and  binding :  Pro- 
vided (among  other  things)  that  every  such  officer  who 
shall  be  continued  in  office  and  subsequently  removed 
''  for  any  cause  other  than  such  misconduct  as  would 
warrant  removal  from  any  office  held  during  good  be- 
haviour, shall  be  entitled  to  compensation  in  like  manner 
as  if  he  had  been  forthwith  removed  under  the  provisions 
of  this  act,'*  and  not  continued  or  re-appointed« 

If,  now,  this  town  clerk  had  been  forthwith  removed, 
he  would  have  been  entitled  to  an  adequate  compensa- 
tion for  the  emoluments  of  his  office,  regard  being  had 

to 
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to  the  ntiture  of  his  appoiDtment,  his  term  in  the  office,        1840. 
and  all  other  circumstances  of  the  case,  with  a  power     ^    ^ 

'^  The  Qunv 

of  appealing,  if  dissatisfied  with  the  determination  of  the        ogainM 
council,  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury.  Corporation  of 

Must  thej,  the  Lords,  then,  have  the  right  to  consider 
the  causes  of  removal,  and  decide  on  their  sufficiency  ?        L^u" 
If  so,  it  must  be  from  being  empowered  to  look  at  them  ,  Q^-^^on  of 
as  circumstances  of  the  case :  but  the  circumstances  are      N»wi«»y. 
only  referred  to  them  as  qualifying  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation, while,  if  the  removal  were  justifiable,  no  com- 
pensation could  be  due.     Or  must  not  the  facts  be  such 
as  to  shew  that  the  removal  was  not  for  misconduct,  to 
ground  their  jurisdiction  ?     We  think  the  latter.     The 
^words  of  the  proviso  control  the  whole  clause :  if  the 
council  removed  without  a  case  of  misconduct,  they 
must  give  compensation.     Whether  that  misconduct 
existed,  must  be  determined  by  some  superior  authority. 
But,  if  that  authority  was  the  Treasury,  it  is  incredible 
that  no  power  is  given  to  their  Lordships  to  inquire  into 
the  facts ;  nor  can  they  be  expected  to  possess  the  legal 
knowledge  requisite  for  deciding  what  misconduct  would 
have  justified  the  officer's  removal.     On  the  contrary, 
all  the  words  of  the  section  are  employed  in  creating  a 
power  to  revise  the  assessment  of  the  compensation,  in 
like  manner  as  if  the  party  had  been  removed  by  the 
Municipal  Reform  Act,  or  immediately  after  its  passing. 
We  think  the  town  council  could  not  deprive  their 
officer  of  his  right  to  compensation  by  removing  him 
without  cause ;  that  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  had  no 
authority  to  exclude  him  from  compensation  by  their 
affirmance  of  what  was  done ;  and  that  he  is  entitled  in 
the  same  manner  as  he  would  have  been  if  removed  by 
the  act  itself. 

The 
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1840.  The  rule  for  a  mandamus  must,  therefore^  be  abso- 

"~"        lute ;  or,  if  the  council  think  their  dismissal  justified 

The  QiiBXN  -^ 

against        bv  the  misconduct  of  the  town  clerk,  that  must  be  re- 

The  ^  ' 

Corporation  of  tumed  as  an  answer  to  the  writ. 

Wakwick.  - 

Rule  absolute. 

The  QunK 

agaimi 

The 

Corpormtion  of       In   The  Quetn  V.  The  Men/or  S^c,  of  Newbury^  The 


Nkwbday. 


Courts  in  Easter  term  {May  2d),  1840,  desired  to  have 
the  facts  returned,  and  made  the  rule  absolute. 


The  QuBEN  against  Capel  Hanburt  Leigh, 
Esquire,  and  Others. 

A  laiid-owncr     TJRESENTMENT  at  a  general  court  and  sessions 

may  be  iiftbie,       X  " 

by  prescription,         of  scwers  for  the  Levels  of  the  hundreds  of  CaldicQi 

to  repair  sea- 

wailg,  though  and  Wentlooge^  in  Monmouthshire.      The  presentment 

extraordioJy  charged  that  the  defendants,  and  all  those  whose  estates 

therefore,  on  they  have  of  and  in  certain  lands  and  tenements  com- 

S^nstTuTh  roonly  called  the  Lordship  of  Porton^  situate  within  the. 

°*ff *^''*  !r  A  parish  of  Goldcliftt  in  the  county  of  Monmouth^  within  the 

walls  to  be  out  level  of  the  hundred  of  Caldicotf  and  within  the  juris- 

of  repair,  it 

ought  not,  in      diction  of  this  Court  (part  of  which  said  lands  abut  in 

point  of  law,  to  n  i         •      a  .         i%     *. 

be  left  as  the  part  upou  part  of  the  wall  berematter  mentioned),  from 

for^hejury,"  time  whereof  &c.,  by  reason  of  their  tenure  of  the  said 

wafis  were*in  a  ^nds  &c.,  have  been  forced  to  repair,  and  of  right 

re8"i8t^iw  ^"g^^  ^  ^*^®  repaired,  and  still  of  right  ought  &c, 

weather  and  divcrs  parts  of  a  Certain  wall  called  Porion  WaU^  adjoin- 

tides:  but  It  IS  ^  '      '' 

a  question,  to     ing  to  a  Certain  public  navigable  river  called  the  Severrij 

be  determined 

on  the  evidence,  whether  the  proprietor  was  bound  to  prorlde  against  the  effects  of  ordinary 

tempests  only,  or  of  extraordinary  ones  also. 

Orders  of  the  commissioners  of  sewefB,  requiring  land  owners  to  repair  and  alter  sea  walls* 
may  be  given  in  evidence  as  acyudications  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  without 
proof  of  their  having  been  acted  upon.  After  a  considerable  lapse  of  time  (as  sercoty 
years),  the  Court  will  presume  that  such  orders  were  executed. 

and 
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and  within  the  said  parish  &c.,  and  within  the  level  and        18S9. 

jurisdiction  aforesaid,  that  is  to  say  a  certain  part  of 

the  said  wall  &c  (stating  the  extent  and  local  situation        oe^n** 

Leiqh, 

pf  the  portions  of  wall),  which  said  several  parts  of  the 
said  wall  are  within  the  parish  &c«,  and  within  the  level 
and  jurisdiction  aforesaid.  Averment  that,  although  de- 
fendants ought  to  have  repaired  and  kept  in  repair  the 
said  several  parts,  they  have  wholly  neglected  so  to  do, 
and  that,  by  and  through  the  neglect  and  default  of 
defendants  in  tliis  behalf,  and  for  want  of  the  said 
several  parts  of  the  said  wall  being  kept  in  due  and 
sufficient  repair,  heretofore,  towit  on  &C,  divers  large 
portions  of  the  said  wall,  viz.  (stating  the  lengtli  of  the 
portions  respectively),  were  ruinous,  prostrate,  &c«,  and 
yet  remain  and  continue  ruinous,  prostrate,  &c.,  down 
to  the  time  of  taking  and  finding  this  inquisition.  And 
that  defendants,  by  reason  of  their  tenure  of  the  said 
lands  and  premises,  ought  to  repair,  amend,  and  make 
good  the  said  several  breaches,  defects,  and  injuries  in 
the  said  several  parts  of  the  said  wall.  And  the  jurors 
further  presented  that  the  costs  of  repairing  the  said 
breaches,  &c.,  would  amount  to  767/*  The  presentment 
was  removed  by  certiorari  into  this  Court,  where  the 
defendants  pleaded  Not  Guilty. 

On  the  trial  of  the  issue,  before  Bolland  B.,  at  the 
Monmouthshire  Spring  assizes,  1 837,  it  appeared  that  the 
defendants  were  liable  to  repair  ratione  tenure,  and 
that  the  wall  had  been  thrown  down  by  the  sea  on  Octo^ 
berlltbf  1836.  The  defendants  insiisted  that  in  this  in- 
stance  they  were  not  liable,  inasmuc'h  as  the  mischief  had 
been  done  by  an  extraordinary  tenripest,  which  fact  was 
proved.  It  appeared  that  the  wM  in  question  had 
been  repaired  by  the  lords  of  the  land  now  charged,  in 

1818 
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18S9.  181 S  and  1815,  after  storms:  the  last  time  at  an  ex- 
pense  of  more  than  5000/.     Some  evidence  was  given 

The  QuBKii      '^  ° 

agauuit  as  to  the  condition  of  the  wall  before  the  repairs  done  in 
1813  and  1815  became  necessary.  There  was  no  proof 
that  before  those  times  it  had  been  presented  as  want- 
ing repair. 

The  counsel  for  the  Crown  also  tendered  in  evidence 
certain  documents  alleged  to  be  presentments  by  sewers' 
juries  touching  defects  and  liabilities  to  repair  within  the 
levels  in  question ;  atid  minutes  of  orders  purporting  to 
be  made  by  the  commissioners  of  sewers  within  these 
levels  at  various  periods  during  the  last  hundred  years 
(among  others,  an  order  of  1761),  for  the  repair  or  al- 
teration of  walls  by  parties  mentioned  in  the  minutes  as 
liable.  The  presentments  and  orders  were  contained  in 
books,  produced  by  the  clerk  of  the  commissioners,  who 
held  them  in  that  capacity.  BMand  B«  held  the  presentp- 
ments  inadmissible.  As  to  the  orda*s,  he  enquired  if 
they  had  ever  been  acted  upon.  Matde,  for  the  Crown, 
said  that,  in  the  cases  of  old  orders,  that  could  not  have 
been  shewn,  but  that  the  orders  themselves  were  acts ; 
and  that  it  lay  on  those  who  disputed  their  admissibility 
to  shew  that  they  hpid  been  disobeyed.  Bdland  B.  held 
that  the  orders,  not  appearing  to  have  been  acted  upon, 
or  even  to  have  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  parties 
supposed  to  be  affec^ted  by  them,  could  not  be  read. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,  told  the  jury 
that  the  only  quest  ion  was,  whether  or  not  the  wall* 
which  the  defendants «  were  charged  as  liable  to  repair, 
was,  at  the  time  of  the  storm  on  October  llth,  I8S6,  in 
such  a  state  as  to  ha\'e  resisted  the  ordinary  pressure  of 
the  weather  and  tidt^s  iipon  the  spot  on  which  it  was 
constructed  i  and  he  said  that,  if  the  prostration  of  the 

wall' 
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#all  was  attributable  to  the  storm,  and  not  to  any  in-        1839. 
flrmity  in  the  wall  itself  upon  which  the  defendants  would     _ 

'f  ^  The  QuxxK 

be  liable,  it  would  of  course  be  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  agahui 
acquit.  His  Lordship  read  to  them  the  argument  of 
Oibbs  and  Dampier  in  Rex  v.  The  Commissioners  of 
Sewers  for  the  Western  Division  of  Somerset  (a),  which 
he  said  was  recognised  as  law  by  Lord  Kenyon  in  the 
same  case ;  and  the  judgment  of  Abbott  C.  J.  in  Rex  y. 
T^e  Commissioners  (f  Sewers  for  Essex  (b).  And  he 
again  stated  the  only  question  to  be,  whether  the  wall 
fell  by  reason  of  any  infirmity  in  it  which  the  defend- 
ants were  liable  for  as  being  an  act  of  their  own  and  an 
act  of  nuisance,  or  by  reason  of  the  extraordinary  tem- 
pest on  October  11th.  The  jury  found  the  defendants 
Not  Guilty. 

Maukj  in  the  ensuing  term,  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a 
new  trial  had,  on  the  following  grounds.  First,  the 
learned  Judge  was  wrong  in  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to 
say  whether  the  wall  at  the  time  of  the  storm  was  fit  to 
withstand  ordinary  bad  weather,  and  intimating  to 
them  that  a  party  liable  by  tenure  is  not  bound  to  re- 
pair in  case  of  extraordinary  tempest  Obligation  by 
tenure  b  in  this  respect  like  obligation  by  covenant. 
The  doctrine  sanctioned  by  the  learned  Judge  derives 
some  colour  from  the  language  of  Wabnedey  J.  in 
Book^s  Case  {e) ;  but  in  Keigkley's  Case{d)  Walmesley  J. 
"  explained  his  opinion  in  Bootees  Case  (c),  that  the 
commissioners  ought  not  to  charge  him  who  is  bound 
by  prescription  only:  that  he  meant  where  there  is  no 

(a)  S  T.  Jl.  Sl«.  (6)  lB.iC.  477. 

(c)  5  Sep.  996.  (i)  lO»tp.  199a. 

defiiult 
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1839.       default  in  him  (for  that  agrees  with  the  words  of  the 
said  act  of  23  H.  8.)f  and  no  inevitable  necessity  for  in- 

agmnd  suflBciency  or  otherwise ;  but  if  he  himself  can  do  it, 
there  he  himself  shall  be  only  charged  by  force  of  the 
8ud  commission :  and  he  said,  that  his  reason  given  in 
Bootes  Case  (a)  implied  as  much,  sc.  for  otherwise  it 
may  be  that  all  the  country  will  be  drowned ;  which 
reason  imports  his  meaning,  that  all  who  had  lands  in 
danger  should  not  be  charged,  but  in  case  of  insuffi* 
ciency  of  him  who  is  bound,  or  for  other  inevitable  ne- 
cessity/' And  CaUisj  in  his  Beading  on  The  Statute  of 
SewerSf  p.  144.,  thus  comments  on  the  cases.  ^*  In  Booths 
Case  {a)  it  is  said,  <  that  if  one  be  bound  in  respect 
of  his  lands  to  repair  a  wall  or  bank  by  tenure,  pre- 
scription, or  otherwise,  that  yet  the  commissioners  of 
sewers  could  not  assess  the  said  party  alone  to  repair 
tl|^  same,  and  said  that  the  commissioners  were  not 
tied  to  the  rules  of  prescription,  tenure,  custom  or 
otherwise,  but  ought  to  assess  all  the  level  to  do  the 
same,  which  are  to  have  good  thereby :'  but  this  being 
mistaken,  is  very  justly  and  discreetly  altered  in  the 
said  case  oiKeighUy  (6)  by  the  author  himself;  for  how 
could  it  be  presumed  that  the  learned  makers  of  this 
worthy  law  would  have  stricken  down  at  one  blow  so 
many  thousand  prescriptions^  customs,  tenures,  cove- 
nants, and  uses,  as  be  within  this  realm,  which  be  tied 
and  bound  to  do  and  make  the  repairs  in  this  kind, 
some  in  consideration  of  houses  and  land,  others  for 
yearly  rents,  and  for  other  causes."  And  at  p.  146.  he 
cites  a  case  from  Dyer  (c),  <^  where  one  made  a  lease  for 
years  of  ground^  to  J.  S.  lying  near  the  river  £x^, 

(a)  5  JUp.  99 b.  (6)  10 Mep,  189a. 

(c)  Jiun^tiumtf  J>3f€r,  33  a.  pLlO,  ] 

and 
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IN  THE  Second  .Year  of  VICTORIA.  40S 

and  the  lessee  covenanted  to  sustain  and  repair  the        1839. 
banks  of  the  river  to  preserve  the  meadow  from  sur« 

'^  The  Quuv 

rounder  on  pain  of  lOL;  yet  after  an  extraordinary  agamtt 
floods  the  banks  were  broken  down,  and  the  meadows 
were  surrounded,  and  it  was  there  holden  to  be  no 
.breach  of  covenant.'^  In  the  edition  of  1685  there  is 
added  this  note  (which  subsequent  editions  retain): 
'^  And  that  he  should  be  excused  from  the  penalty : " 
with,  indeed,  a  qualification,  —  **  but  yet  he  must  make 
and  repair  the  banks  in  convenient  time/'  In  Rejs  v.  The 
Commissioners  of  Sewers  Jfbr  Somerset  (a),  where  the  sea- 
wall had  been  thrown  down  by  a  violent  storm,  the  com- 
missioners made  an  .order,  charging  all  pers9ns  who  held 
lands  liable  to  damage  by  inundations  of  the  sea  for  want 
of  a  sufficient  wall,  though  certain  individuals  had  been 
liable  to  repair  the  former  wall  radone  tenure ;  and  it 
may  be  said  that  the  validity  of  the  order,  as  to  the  per- 
sons charged,  was  not  disputed.  But  there  the  order  was 
for  building  '*  a  new  wall  of  larger  size  and  dimensions, 
and  upon  a  diflferent  principle."  The  thing  to  be  done, 
therefore,  was  not  that  which  the  individuals  were 
bound  by  prescription  to  do.  In  Eea  v.  77if  Commis- 
sioners of  Sewers/or  the  Western  Division  of  Somerset  (i) 
it  was  argued  and  admitted  that,  if  sea-walls  be  de- 
stroyed by  an  extraordinary  tide,  or  by  tempest,  with- 
out any  default  in  the  party  bound  to  repair^ them,  the 
expense  of  repair  must  fall  upon  the  level.  But  the 
point  decided  waft  that,  in  such  a  case,  a  rate  necessarily 
imposed  upon  the  level  to  prevent  the  overflow  of  the 
sea  was  not  bad.^  And  there  it  had  become  ^^  absolutely 
necessary  to  raise  new  works  of  a  different  and  more  ex- 
pensive construction.''    {Patteson  J.  According  to  your 

(a)  9  Battj  109.  (6)  8  2*.  B.  SIS. 

Vou  X.  E  e  view, 
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18S9.       vievff  there  could  be  no  case  in  which  there  was  not  default 

in  the  party  liable,  if  the  wall  were  prostrate.]    If  it  was 

against  destroyed  by  an  extraordinary  tempest,  he  would,  never- 
theless, be  bound  to  repair;  but,  on  a  presentment  against 
him,  he  might  shew,  upon  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  that 
before  the  accident  he  had  kept  up  a  wall  of  the  proper 
dimensions,  and  that  he  had  taken  steps  for  repairing  it 
as  soon  as  possible  afterwards.  There  is  no  authority 
shewing  that,  where  a  party  is  liable  without  qualifica* 
tion  to  repair  ratione  tenurae,  he  can  be  excused  on  the 
ground  here  suggested.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  men* 
tioned  Res  v.  The  Commissioners  of  Semers  for  Essex  (a).] 
Secondly,  the  orders  of  the  Court  of  Sewers  calling 
on  the  lords  of  Portor^  the  defendants*  predecessors,  to 
repair  (and  no  orders  on  any  one  else  were  tendered  in 
evidence)  ought  not  to  have  been  rejected.  It  was  urged 
that  they  were  not  admissible,  because  nothing  appeared 
to  have  been  done  upon  them ;  but,  if  they  were  obeyed, 
no  evidence  of  that  fact  would  appear,  though,  if  they 
had  been  disobeyed,  there  might  have  been  evidence  of 
that.  The  order  itself  is  a  thing  done  by  a  court  of  com- 
petent authority ;  and  the  presumption  is  that  it  was 
obeyed.  Thirdly,  the  presentments  ought  to  have  been 
received,  notwithstanding  the  objections,  which  were^ 
that  they  appeared  to  be  copies ;  that  nothing  appeared 
to  have  been  done  upon  them;  and  that  they  were 
made  by  a  standing  jury,  as  to  which  Rex  v.  The  Com^ 
missioners  of  Sewers  for  Somerset  {b)  was  cited.  (The  ar- 
gument on  this  head  of  objection  is  not  followed  up,  no 
decision  having  been  given  upon  the  points.  Meade 
cited  Ex  parte  Taylor  (c).). 

Cur  adv.  vuU. 

(a)  1JB.§-C.477.  {b)  7  Eait,  71. 

(c)  S  r.  ij  J.  91. 

A  rule 
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A  rule  nisi  was  granted  {April^Sth)^  against  which  1839. 

TheQmKKir 
IakBow  Seijt.  and  JS.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause  in        nffUna 


last  Easter  term  (a).  As  to  the  liability  to  repair,  it  is 
contended,  on  the  other  side,  that,  where  a  sea-wall  is 
overthrown  by  extraordinary  tempest,  the  commis- 
sioners of  sewers  may  tax  the  level  for  the  purpose  of 
more  expeditious  repair,  but  the  individual  bound 
ratione  tenurae  will  be  ultimately  liable.  That,  how- 
ever, is  not  so  where  the  individual  has  been  in  no 
default  All  the  cases  are  explained  by  the  words  of  the 
commission  of  sewers,  stat  23  H.  8.  c.  5.  sects.  2.,  &c«, 
which,  after  reciting  the  mischiefs  happening  by  the  de- 
struction of  sea-walls,  directs  the  commissioners  to  sur^ 
vey,  &C.,  and  as  well  to  ordain  and  do  according  to  the 
statutes,  as  also  to  inquire  '*  through  whose  default  the 
said  hurts  and  damages  have  happened.'^  The  question 
here  was,  whether  the  wall,  just  before  the  storm,  was 
in  such  a  state  as  placed  the  defendants  out  of  default ; 
and  the  learned  Judge  left  it  properly  to  the  jury  to 
say  whether  the  wall  was  in  sufficient  repair  on  the 
1 1th  of  October  to  resist  ordinary  weather  and  tides,  and 
whether  the  damage  happened  by  any  default  on  his  part 
Cailisj  pp.  146,  147.,  the  Anonymous  Case  in  Moore  {b\ 
and  Griffin's  Case{c)j  referred  to  in  the  note  (ed.  1685)  to 
Callisj  p.  146.,  are  strong  authorities  to  shew  that,  if  the 
damage  happens  by  violent  tempest,  without  default  in 
the  party  bound  by  prescription,  he  is  excused.  The 
language  of  WalmesUy  J.  in  KeighUj/s  Case{d)  also  sup- 
ports the  proposition  that,  where  there  is  no  default  in 

(a)  April  SOtb.     Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtledale,  PaUewan^  and 
CokridgeZ%, 

{b)  Aroor«,62.,  pi.  173. 

(c)  Daluon^  70.     S.  C.  Moore,  69.  pi.  187.>  as  Griffith**  Cote, 

(<0  10  Sep.  IS9  a. 

Ee  2  the 


LXIGM. 


406  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

1839.        the  individual,  the  public,  and  not  he,  is  liable.    In  "Rex 
■"■""^       V.  The  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  the  Western  Division 

The  QouK  ^  ^ 

against  of  Somerset  (a)  that  doctrine  was  enforced  in  the  argil* 
ment  against  the  rule,  and  adopted  by  Lord  Kenyon, 
In  Bex  V.  The  Commissioners  of  Seooers  for  Essex  (b) 
'  Abbott  C.  J.  says,  "  Even  where  an  individual  is  bound 
by  prescription  or  otherwise  to  repair,  still  if  there  be 
no  default  on  his  part,  and  damage  is  sustained  by  an 
extraordinary  flood  or  tempest,  the  whole  level  must 
bear  the  loss  and  be  contributory  to  the  repairs."  It 
is  represented  on  the  other  side  that,  although  the  com- 
missioners are  bound,  in  such  a  case,  to  provide  for 
the  repair  in  the  first  instance,  the  individual  is  ulti- 
mately liable ;  but  this  is  not  borne  out  by  the  cases,  or 
by  the  language  of  Callis  in  the  passages  which  have 
been  referred  to.  In  Rex  v.  Baker  (c),  on  the  Oxford 
circuit,  where  an  individual  was  charged  with  repairs, 
the  whole  question  turned  on  the  condition  of  the  wall  at 
the  time  when  the  damage  by  tempest  happened.  The 
direction  to  the  jury,  therefore,  in  the  present  case  was 
right*  The  former  orders  of  the  commissioners  of 
sewers  were  properly  rejected,  for  the  reasons  which 
prevailed  at  the  trial.  But,  further,  the  proceeding 
here  is  criminal,  and  therefore  the  Court  will  not  order 
a  new  trial.  This  point  was  much  discussed,  and  the 
Court  would  not  decide  on  granting  a  new  trial,  in  Bex 
V.  Suiton  (d).  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We  can  hardly 
consider  this  as  a  criminal  proceeding.]  The  defendant 
may  sufier  fine  and  imprisonment.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
In  a  civil  case  he  may  be  taken  in  execution.] 

(o)  8  r.  IL  SI?.  (J>)  1  A  fr  a  477. 

'    (c)  Not  reported.      See  the  case  at  Gloucester^  referred  to  by  Sesi 
C.  J.  in  Henfy  y.  The  Mayor  cf  Lyme^  6  JSing,  113. 

Talfomd 
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Tal/bw'd  Serjt  and  Whaieley^  contra.  The  direction  1889. 
of  the  learned  Judire  led  the  jury  to  conclude  that  an  """""" 
individual  could  be  liable  to  repair  only  in  the  case  a^mmt 
of  an  ordinary  tempest.  If  there  could  be  a  larger 
liability,  the  Judge  should  have  brought  it  within  the 
jury's  consideration.  A  larger  may  exist  in  point  of 
law.  The  commissioners  of  sewers  are  to  enquire  by 
whose  default  damages  happen;  but  the  question  is,  also, 
by  "tohat  default?  Here  some  evidence  of  the  more  ex- 
tensive obligation  appeared ;  namely,  the  repairs  done 
in  1813  and  1815.  iColeridge  J.  The  wall  may  not 
have  been  in  perfect  repair  before  those  periods  (a).] 
It  had  not  been  presented  as  out  of  repair;  the 
evidence  shewed  that  it  was  not  so  in  1815>  before  the 
accident;  and  the  repair  then  performed  cost  a  sum 
which  no  person  would  lay  out  unless  convinced  that  he 
was  liable.  Keighlet/s  Case  (b)  does  not  shew  that  the 
liability  now  contended  for  may  not  exist.  The  form  in 
which  that  case  came  under  discussion  is  not  stated : 
but  it  was  before  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and 
therefore  the  proceeding  could  not  have  been  a  manda- 
mus or  a  presentment  Probably  the  question  arose 
upon  a  rate.  All  that  the  case  decides  is  that,  on  a 
sudden  emergency,  the  commissioners  may  take  measures 
for  the  present  repair ; .  not  that  the  proprietor  is  not 
liable  ultimately.  And  this  is  consistent  with  the  illus- 
trations there  given  by  Lord  Coke^  who  says  (c)  that  •*  in 
the  case  at  bar,  the  law  is  grounded  upon  great  reason : 
for  although  by  the  law  one  be  bound  to  keep  and  repair 
it"  (the  wall),  **  yet  impotentia  excusat  legem^  and  that 
which  comes  by  the  act  of  God,  and  is  so  inevitable, 

(a)  See  Awmymtms^  Uoor€,$S,  pi.  173.        (6)  10 Sep.  1890. 
(c)  10  JUp,  139  . 

E  e  S  that 
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18S9.        that  by  no  providence  or  industry  of  him  that  is  bound, 


The  QuxKK 


it  can  be  prevented,  shall  not  charge  him :  and  therefore 
agairui  {{  tenant  for  life  or  years  does  not  repair  a  sea«>wall,  so 
that  by  his  fault  the  land  is  drowned,  and  becomes 
unprofitable,  it  is  waste;  but  if  the  land  is  drowned  by 
the  extraordinary  rage  and  violence  of  the  sea  without 
his  fault,  it  is  no  waste;  no  more  than  if  a  house  is  burnt 
by  lightning,  or  overthrown  by  the  rage  of  the  wind  or 
tempest,  without  fault  in  the  lessee,  it  is  no  waste/*  Yet 
in  such  cases  the  tenant  would  not  the  less  be  liable  to 
repair  within  a  reasonable  time  afterwards.  In  Com. 
Dig,  fVastj  (£  5.)f  it  is  said  that  the  action  of  waste 
'*  does  not  lie,  if  the  waste  was  by  tempest,  lightning, 
&c.  if  it  be  repaired  in  convenient  time;"  and  Keigh" 
lei/s  Case  {a)  is  referred  to.  The  dictum  accords  also 
with  that  in  Booke's  Case  (b).  [Littledale  J.  Comyns 
also  refers  to  Co.  Litt.  53.  a.  In  the  following  page 
(53.  b.)  Lord  Coke  says,  *^  It  is  waste  to  suffer  a  wall  of 
the  sea  to  be  in  decay,  so  as  by  the  flowing  and  reflow- 
ing  of  the  sea,  the  meadow  or  marsh  is  surrounded, 
whereby  the  same  becomes  unprofitable ;  but  if  it  be 
surrounded  suddenly  by  the  rage  or  violence  of  the  sea, 
occasioned  by  wind,  tempest,  or  the  like,  without  any 
default  in  the  tenant,  this  is  no  waste  punishable.'^ 
There,  the  qualification  is  not  added.]  The  tenant  is 
exempted  from  any  present  penalty  to  which  he  might 
be  liable,  but  is  not  excused  from  repairing  in  proper 
time.  Any  language  in  Bex  v.  The  Commissioners  of 
Sewers  for  the  Western  Division  of  Somerset  (c),  which 
may  seem  to  support  the  argument  for  the  defendants, 
was  extra-judicial.     The  question  there  turned  upon 

(a)  10  Rep,  lS9a.  (6)  5  Bep.  100 a. 

(c)  8  T.  R.  512. 

the 
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the  liability  of  the  level  to  taxation  in  the  first  instance.        1839. 
Neither  in  that  case  nor  in  Rex  v.  The  Commissioners  of       

The  Quuy 

Sewers  for  Essex  (a)  was  it  considered  whether  in  parti-  agcdntt 
cular  cases  an  individual  may  not  be  obliged  to  repair, 
although  the  mischief  be  done  by  sudden  inundation  and 
tempest  In  the  case  of  liability  ratione  tenures  to  repair 
bridges,  a  violent  influx  of  water  does  not  excuse  the 
landowner.  In  many  places,  and  particularly  that  now  in 
question,  it  might  be  very  difficult  to  decide,  on  evidence, 
what  could  be  considered  the  ordinary  and  what  the 
extraordinary  operation  of  the  elements. 

As  to  the  rejection  of  evidence:  the  presentments 
were  admissible  on  the  principle,  laid  down  in  1  Stark,  on 
ExK  260.  (ed.  2.),  under  the  head  "  Inquisitions,"  that  the 
subject  matter  is  of  public  concern,  and  no  one  can  pro- 
perly be  considered  a  stranger  to  it.  The  orders  were 
admissible  on  similar  grounds.  They  were  not  shewn 
to  have  been  acted  upon;  but  they  were  themselves 
an  act  done:  and  they  were  in  the  nature  of  evidence 
of  reputation,  and  therefore  admissible,  like  the  verdict 
(on  which  no  subsequent  proceeding  had  been  grounded) 
in  Brisco  v.  Lomax  (6).     At  any  rate,  they  were  evidence 

against  the  lords  of  Porton. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  this  term.  May  27th,  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

•  In  this  case  the  defendants  were  charged,  by  reason  of 
their  tenure,  with  the  repair  of  a  sea-bank.  The  defence 
was,  that  the  wall  was  in  a  state  of  repair  sufficient  to 
resist  the  ordinary  action  of  tides  and  weather,  and  that 
the  damage  was  done  by  an  excessive  and  outrageous 

(a)  iB.^a  477.  (A)  %A^  K  198. 

£  e  4  tempest, 
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1839.        tempest,  and  not  by  any  of  those  accidents  of  ordinary 

"  occurrence  to  which  such  a  liability  must  be  I'estricted. 

The  QacBK  •' 

agidnst  The  learned  Baron  who  presided  left  this  question  to 
the  jury,  who  thereupon  acquitted  the  defendant.  A 
rule  for  staying  the  judgment  and  proceedings,  till  a 
second  trial  could  be  had,  was  obtained,  on  account  of 
this  direction,  as  well  as  for  the  rejection  of  evidence 
tending  to  shew  that  the  defendants  and  their  predeces- 
sors who  held  the  same  lands  had  in  fact  repaired 
against  the  effects  of  the  more  violent  tempests. 

After  argument,  and  consulting  the  authorities,  we 
are  clearly  of  opinion  that  a  liability  of  a  more  extended 
nature  may  well  exist  by  law.  Many  prescriptive 
liabilities  to  repair  must  have  existed  before  the  date  of 
the  earliest  statute  for  the  issuing  of  commissions  of 
sewers :  many  such  may  now  exist  where  no  commis- 
sion has  issued :  in  such  cases  there  is  no  legal  reason 
to  limit  the  liability  by  any  thing  but  the  ability  of  the 
party  liable,  or  the  value  of  the  lands  granted,  as  the 
case  may  be.  And  it  is  clear  that  a  commission  of 
sewers  can  have  no  effect  upon  these  liabilities,  other 
than  to  provide  intermediately  for  the  safety  of  the 
level,  before  the  individual  chargeable  shall  have  been 
compelled,  or  be  able  to  restore  the  defences.  Callis 
(pp.  144,  145.)  is  express  that  the  commissioners  are 
bound  by  precedent  prescriptions,  customs,  and  tenures, 
and  we  think  that,  rightly  understood,  there  is  nothing 
either  in  Bookers  {a)  or  KeigUejfs  (6)  cases  that  at  all 
conflicts  with  the  law  as  we  have  stated  it. 

We  do  not  take  upon  us  to  say  what  was  the  extent 
of  the  defendants'  liability   in   the  present   case ;  but 

(a)  5  Rep*  996.  (6)  10 Bap.  139a. 

there 
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there  was  evidence  to  shew  that  it  went  beyond  that  to       18S9. 
which  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judee  mieht  lead       *^-^ 

°  ^  The  QtfxiN 

the  jury  to  suppose  it  limited  by  law;  and  the  jury        agaifui 
therefore  ought  to  have  decided  upon  it  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  upon  all  the  evidence. 

The  evidence  here  rejected  was  two-fold.  First :  Or- 
ders of  the  court  of  sewers  made  a  hundred  years  ago» 
which  were  deemed  inapplicable,  because  they  were  not 
proved  to  have  been  carried  into  effect^  Secondly :  Pre- 
sentments by  the  jury,  to  which  the  same  o^ection  was 
made.  We  are  very  clearly  of  opinion  that  such  orders 
were  good  evidence,  as  adjudications  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  unless 
they  were  affected  by  proof  of  fraud  or  collusion ;  and 
that  at  so  great  a  distance  of  time  their  execution 
might  well  be  presumed.  On  the  admissibility  of  the 
presentments  we  prefer  giving  no  opinion,  as  the  facts 
are  not  quite  clearly  before  us.  Perhaps  it  may  not 
be  thought  prudent  to  tender  them  on  the  next  trial. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Thunday,  EaRLE  agattlSt  BrOWNE. 

Mctt/  SOth. 

In  1835  A  f\¥i  13th  February  18S5,  the  defendant,  with  two 

granted  a  life  \J                                   *^                          n    t         ' 

annuity  of  180/.  Sureties,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  1200/., 

by  a  warrant  of  Covenanted  with  the  plaintiff,  by  deed,  to  pay  him  an 

wWch^udg"  annuity  of  180/.  during  defendant's  life,  secured  by  an 

tered  urbyan  assignment  of  a  pension  of  500/.  per  annum  awarded  to 

as&ignment  of  j^j^^j  jjy  ^j^g  -Lords  of  the  Treasury  by  way  of  compensa- 

a  pension,  and  ■'                                                        j      j        j                 r 

by  a  power  of  tjon  for  the  loss  of  an  office  in  the  customs ;  and  at  the 

attorney  to 

receive  it  in  same  time  executed  separate  warrants  of  attorney  by  way 

payment  of  the  ^       ,,           ,              .              ,     ,                              o 

annuity.    A  of  Collateral  security,  and  also  a  power  of  attorney,  en- 

this  grant  was  abling  the  plaintiff  to  receive  the  whole  of  his  pension  in 

In  issTTthe  payment  of  the  annuity.     A  memorial  of  the  annuity  so 

STuwt  of  !b*  granted  on  the  above  terms  was  duly  enrolled.    In  1837, 

executed  an  in-  defendant  applied  to  plaintiff  to  reduce  the  amount  of  the 

denture,  where-  ^'^               '^ 

by  £,  cove-  annuity,  which  the  latter  consented  to  do,  rather  than 

nanted  to  ^ 

accept  an  an-  allow  it  to  be  redeemed.     A  further  deed  was  there- 

nuityofl50/.  i    ,             ,    , 

in  lieu  and  sa-  upon,  on  6th  May  1837)  executed  by  and  between  the 

former  one  of  above  parties,  whereby  the  plaintiff  covenanted  with  the 

covenanted  not  defendant  and  the  two  other  grantors  of  the  said  annuity 

aJ^^X^''''  to  accept  an  annuity  of  150/.  in  lieu  of  180/. ;  and  the 

"°^d*ii^  defendant  and  his  two  co-grantors,  in  consideration  of 

that  the  an-  {j^q  said  coveiiaut  by  the  plaintiff,  covenanted  not  to 

nuity  deed  of  ^              r 

1835  and  aU  redeem  the  annuity  before  the  10th  April  1842.    It  was 

curities  should  further  declared,  by  the  last-mentioned  deed,  that  the 

the'payment  of  deed   of  February   1835,  and  the  collateral  securities 

Innliify!'^  for  the  annuity  of  180/.,  should  be   securities  for  the 

Held/ that 
the  latter  an- 
nuity was  void,  under  stat  53  G.  3.  c.  141.  «.  2.,  for  want  of  enrolment;  and  the  Court, 
upon  motion,  set  aside,  not  only  the  annuity  deed  of  1837,  but  also  that  of  1835,  together 
with  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  judgment  thereon,  and  the  power  of  attorney  to  receive 
the  pension. 

Held,  also,  thai  the  Court  had  no  power  to  impose  terms  on  B, 

payment 
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payment  of  the  annuity  of  150Z«,  in  the  same  manner  as        1839. 
if  the  last-mentioned  annuity  had  been  granted  by  the       "Z 
deed  of  1835  instead  of  the  annuity  of  180/.     No       againu 
memorial  of  the  deed  of  6th  Mca^  1837  was  ever  en- 
rolled. 

In  Trinity  term,  1838,  Sir  ff.  W.  FdUtt,  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  (who  had  become  insolvent)  and  his 
assignees,  upon  the  above  statement  of  facts  appearing 
upon  affidavit,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the 
annuity  deeds,  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  a  judgment 
thereon,  the  power  of  attorney,  and  all  other  deeds  and 
documents  given  to  secure  the  annuities  granted  as 
above,  on  six  different  grounds ;  one  of  which  was,  that 
the  deed  of  6th  May  1837  was  never  enrolled  according 
to  Stat.  5$  6.  3.  c.  141.  s.  2.  As  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  was  founded  upon  this  objection  only,  the  rest 
are  here  omitted. 

In  opposition  to  the  above  rule,  affidavits  were  filed 
stating,  among  other  things,  that  the  reduction  of  the 
annuity  was  made  at  the  urgent  request  of  the  defend- 
ant  Brctamey  in  order  to  enable  him  to  obtain  a  further 
advance  of  money  on  the  same  security ;  that  be  had 
become  insolvent ;  that  his  assignees  had  applied  with- 
out success  to  the  Commbsioners  of  Customs  to  pay 
his  pension  to  them,  and  not  to  the  plaintiff;  that 
the  Court  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors  had 
refused  to  send  a  recommendation  to  the  Commis- 
sioners to  pay  the  pension,  or  any  part  thereof,  for  the 
general  benefit  of  the  creditors,  because  it  had  been 
duly  assigned  before  the  petition  of  the  insolvent ;  and 
that  the  application  to  set  aside  the  annuity  was  made 
.  solely  at  the  instigation  of  the  assignees.    It  further 

appeared 
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1889.       appeared  that  the  deed  of  May  1837  was^  in  fonni  a 


Earls 


covenant  by  the  plaintiff  with  the  defendant  and  each 
agoxntt  of  the  two  Other  grantors  of  the  original  annuity,  '*  to 
accept  and  take  an  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  1502.,  to  be 
paid  at  the  same  times  and  in  the  same  manner  as,  by 
the  within  written  indenture,  is  provided  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  within  mentioned  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of 
180/^  in  lieu  and  full  satisfaction  of  the  annuity  or 
yearly  sum  of  180/.,  covenanted  to  be  paid  and  secured 
by  the  within  written  indenture." 

Erie  and  MiUer. now  shewed  cause.  The  deed  of 
183?  was  not  a  grant  of  a  fresh  annuity,  but  only  a 
covenant,  on  the  one  part,  not  to  redeem  for  a  certain 
period ;  on  the  other,  to  take  a  less  sum  than  the  de- 
fendant was  originally  bound  to  pay.  It  was  a  release 
of  30/.  out  of  every  annual  payment  of  180Z.  The  ob- 
ject of  the  statute  was  the  protection  of  the  grantor ; 
and  this  has  been  satisfied  by  the  enrolment  of  the 
original  grant.  The  second  transaction  was  a  mere 
indenture  of  mutual  covenants,  entered  into  at  the  re- 
quest and  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant.  In  Aston 
V.  GmnneU{a)  there  was  an  additional  charge,  not 
mentioned  in  the  memorial ;  yet  the  grant  was  upheld. 
At  all  events,  the  Court  will  not,  upon  this  ground  of 
objection,  set  aside  more  than  the  last  instrument ;  for 
the  omission  to  enrol  a  memorial  of  an  alteration  in  the 
terms  of  a  previous  valid  annuity  cannot  vitiate  such 
annuity,  nor  entitle  the  C!oujrt  to  set  aside  all  the  pre- 
vious securities. 

(a)  S  r.  i  7. 1S6. 

Kelly, 


BaowMx. 
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Kelhfi  contra.  The  instrument  executed  in  1837  was  1839. 
an  essential  alteration  of  the  former  terms,  not  only  in 
fiivour  of  the  defendant,  but  also  of  the  plaintiff.  The  ^gainst 
annuity  was  then  made  irredeemable  for  a  certain  time ; 
and  this  was  one  of  the  considerations  for  the  reduction 
in  the  annual  sum.  The  old  security  is  superseded  by 
the  new  one,  and  is  kept  on  foot  only  as  a  security  for 
the  latter*  The  memorial  now  contains  neither  a  true 
statement  of  the  consideration,  nor  of  the  annual  sum. 
The  giving  up  the  former  annuity  upon  new  terms  con* 
stitutes  the  consideration  for  which  the  reduced  annuity 
was  granted.  To  enforce  the  second  transaction,  under 
such  circumstances,  would  defeat  the  intention  of  the 
legislature.  Then,  as  the  old  securities  and  judgment 
thereupon  are  expressly  made  securities  for  the  second 
annuity,  it  follows,  of  course,  that  the  Court  will  set 
aside  all,  and  not  merely  the  unenrolled  instrument 
iPatteson  J.  Hammond  v.  Foster  (a)  nearly  resembles 
your  case.]  There,  the  original  deeds  were  set  aside, 
because  there  was  an  attempt  to  make  them  securities 
for  a  second  invalid  transaction. 

Lord  DfiNakiAN  C.  J.  I  have  no  doubt  on  the  case* 
We  shall  repeal  the  statute,  if  we  decide  that  this  second 
annuity  need  not  be  registered ;  for  there  will  be  a  total 
absence  of  that  security  which  the  legislature  has  re- 
quired. We  are  bound  to  set  aside  the  second  bargain, 
because  that  is  now  the  real  one  between  the  parties ; 
and,  as  the  former  securities,  and  the  judgment  thereon, 
have  become  securities  for  the  latter  bargain,  these  also 
must  be  set  aside. 

(o)  5  r.  22.  635. 

Littlebale 
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1839.  LiTTLEDALB  J.    The  alteration  of  an  annuity  re* 

quires  enrolment  just  as  much  as  the  original  grant. 


Earlv 
Bkowmk. 


Patteson  and  Williams  Js.  cx>ncurred. 

Erie.     Will  the  Court  impose  terms  on  the  d&* 
fendant  ? 
Per  Curiam.     We  have  no  power  to  do  so  (a). 

Rule  absolute  to  set  aside  and  vacate  the  annuity 
deeds  of  13th  February  1835,  and  6th  M^ 
1837,  together  with,  the  warrant  of  attorney 
and  judgment  thereon,  and  the  power  of 
attorney  given  by  defendant  to  plaintiff  to 
receive  the  pension  or  compensation  allow- 
ance of  defendant  of  500^  per  annum.  Rule 
discharged  as  to  so  much  as  relates  to  all 
other  deeds  and  documents  given  to  secure 
the  annuities  by  the  first-mentioned  deeds 
granted  {b). 

(a)  See  Ex  parte  Lewit,  2A,  ^  E.  135. 

(6)  As  to  the  power  of  setting  aside  anntiitj  deeds  in  a  summary  way 
for  defects  other  than  those  mentioned  in  sect.  S  of  5S  G»  S.  c.  ]41.«  see 
tiie  cases  on  the  old  stat.  17  G.  S.  c.  26.  Symonds  v.  Coboume,  I  B,  f 
P.  482.     Storion  v.  TomUns,  2  Bing,  475. 
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1839. 


The  Queen  against  The  Inhabitants  of      ^^^f^' 
Stafford. 

The  Queen  against  The  Inhabitants  of 

COSTOCK. 

THE  two  following  cases  in  the  Crown  paper  were  A  man  having, 
in  1836y  mar- 
argued  at  the  same  time  by  the  direction  of  the  ned  a  widow  ^ 

g^  with  children 

^^Urt.  by  her  firet 

husband,  ran 
away  and  left 

In  77ie  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  o/Stajffbrd  an  order  for  ^^^^f"' 
the  removal  otjohn,  William^  and  James  Blackboume*  of  '?■*'•  ^  ^®lf» 

'  '  '         Uiatthechil- 

the  ages  of  eight,  seven,  and  two,  respectively,  children  dren  above  the 

age  of  nurture 

otjohn  Blackboumej  deceased,  by  his  wife  ^nne  after-  might,  notwith- 
wards  Anne  Ford,  from  the  township  of  Maltby  in  the  4&5  r.  4. 
West  Riding  of  the  county  of  Yorky  to  the  parish  of  removed  from 
Stafford  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  was  on  appeal  con-  {^'piJ^^^J^^hw 
firmed  as  to  the  two  elder  children,  and  quashed  as  to  ^"^^^g^*^'^ 
the  yoanffest,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  though  they 

•^         *^  were  under  the 

following  case.  age  of  sixteen. 

Anfie  Ford,  the  mother  of  the  three  children  named  child  within  the 
in  the  order,  is  now  the  wife  of  James  Ford,  to  whom  if*,^oved"" 
she  was  married  in  October  18S6.     Her  late  husband,  ^'ZT^' 
John  Blackboume,  who  died  in  1834,  was  settled  m  f^^^l^^ 
Stafford.    The  question  is,  whether  the  two  elder  chil-  ^^^^^^  ^^J^ 
dren  ot  John  Blackboume  (both  of  whom,  at  the  time  of  case,  yet  the 

Court  of 

making  the  order,  were  above  the  age  of  seven  years).  Queen's  Bench 

_       ,  ,       _  ,  .       1     .  .1  ^iU  confirm 

havmg  gamed  no  settlement  m  their  own  right,  are  re-  it,  unless  the 
moveable  from  MaUhf  to  Stafford,  their  late  father's  ^iS^^^n" 
settlement;  James  Ford,  their  stepfather,  whose  settle-  S*^^of 
ment  is  in  MaMy,  having  run  away  and  left  his  wife  app^ 

and 


SrArroRD. 
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1839.  and  her  aforesaid  children  chargeable  to  the  township 
of  Maltby. 

The  QuHN  '^ 

agahui 
ThelnhabiU 

anu  of  '  Pashley  and  J.  T.  Ingham^  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions.  Rex  v.  •  Walthamstam  (a)  and  Regina  v.  Wen- 
dron  {h)  are  in  point.  They  decide  that  the  settlement 
of  the  children  of  a  former  marriage  is  unaltered  by  the 
provisions  of  4  &  5  JV^.  4.  c.  76.  5.  57«  Then  the  chil- 
dren^ being  above  the  age  of  nurture,  must  be  removed ; 
and  the  appellant  parish  may  enforce  the  law  against 
the  stepfather,  if  he  can  be  found,  and  charge  him 
with  their  support. 

Sir  Gregory  A.  Lefwin  and  Dtmdas,  contrik.  The  ques- 
tion isi  whether  the  children  are  removeable  to  their 
place  of  settlement  until  the  age  of  sixteen.  The  act 
makes  them  ^^part  of  the  ^^^family''  of  the  second  hus- 
band. They  are,  thereforci  irremoveable  from  his  family. 
Sect.  71  shews  the  intention  of  the  legislature :  it  enacts 
that  a  bastai*d  shall  follow  the  mother's  settlement  till 
the  age  of  sixteen,  and  shall  be  maintained  by  her,  *^  as  a 
part  of  her  family.*'  This  shews  that  the  object  was  to 
keep  the  child  under  the  Immediate  protection  of  the 
mother ;  and  there  seems  no  good  reason  why  a  legiti- 
mate child  should  be  in  a  worse  condition  in  this  respect 
than  a  bastard.  If  the  father  were  of  ability  to  main- 
tain the  children,  there  could  be  no  removal.  Suppose, 
then,  that  he  returns  to  Haltby,  and  is  able  to  support 
them,  are  they  to  be  removed  back  to  Maltby  ?  If  they 
are,  is  the  removal  to  be  at  the  expense  o(  Stafford  ? 


(a)  6Jld.4:S.  301..  (6)  tAd.  jr.£.81d. 

In 
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In  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Costock  an  order 
for  removal  of  two  children  of  J".  Dexter^  deceased,  aged 
respectively  eight  and  six,  by  Susannah^  his  wife,  after- 
wards the  wife  of  fV.  Marviler^  from  the  parish  of  Bad- 
fird  in  the  county  of  Nottingham^  to  the  parish  of  Costock 
in  the  same  county,  was  on  appeal  confirmed,  subject  to 
the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following  case. 

The  paupers  are  the  legitimate  children  of  J.  Dexter 
and  Susannah  his  wife.  In  September  18S4  J.  Dexter 
died,  being,-  at  the  time  of  his  death,  lawfully  settled 
in  the  appellant  parish  of  Costock.  In  August  1836 
Susannah^  his  widow,  was  married  to  William  Mar-' 
viler^  who  is  lawfully  settled  in  the  respondent  parish 
of  Radfordy  and,  at  the  time  of  making  the  order, 
her  two  children,  the  paupers,  were  residing  with 
her  in  the  workhouse  of  Radford  and  actually  charge- 
able to  that  parish.  The  grounds  of  appeal,  as 
stated  in  the  notice,  were  as  follows.  '^  The  parish 
of  Costock  appeals  against  the  removal  of  Ltoy  and 
Joseph  Dexter  from  the  parish  of  Radford^  because 
the  4  &  5  ^  4.  c.  76.  s.  57.  enacts  that  every  man  who 
shall  marry  a  woman,  having  a  child  or  children,  shall 
be  liable  to  maintain  such  child  or  children  as  a  part  of 
his  family ;  nor,  in  the  case  of  the  step-father  of  these 
children,  is  there  sufficient  evidence  that  he  is  unable  to 
maintain  them  without  the  assistance  of  his  parish,  until, 
and  only  so  long  as,  he  is  receiving  relief  in  the  work- 
house. The  parish  of  Costock  does  not  deny  the  settle- 
ment of  these  children,  but  only  their  liability  for  their 
support  so  long  as  they  are  under  the  age  of  sixteen, 
and  their  mother  shall  continue  the  wife  of  William 
Mai-viler.^*  No  evidence  was  offered  on  either  side  as 
to  the  circumstances  of  William  Mai-viler. 

Vol.  X.  F  f  N.  R.  Clarke 


I8d9« 
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1889.  ^  R.  Clarke  and  Wildman^  in  support  of  the  order, 

relied  tm  the  cases  cited  above  in  Regtna  v.  SUvffbnL 

■  The  Qunif 
oganui  ^ 

rati  of  Whiiekurst  and    fViilmore,  oontri^.     The  parish  of 

Radford  is  bound  to  support  the  children  as  part  of 
their  step«'father*s  family,  though  their  settlement  may  be 
in  Costock.    The  oligect  of  the  statute  is  to  extend  the 
period  of  nurture  to  sixteen  years,  and  to  prevent  the 
separation  of  mother  and  child  during  that  time.  [Pol- 
teson  J.    The  words  of  sect.  57  are,  such  *<  children 
shall,  Jbr  the  pmyous  of  this  act^  be  deemed  a  part  of 
such  husband's  family,**  not  for  the  purposes  of  nur- 
ture, or  any  other  purpose.]     One  purpose  is  that  of 
maintenance.     The  father  is  made   <*  chargeable'*  for 
relief  given  to  such  children :  now^^chaifneabie"  is  a 
technical  word,  implying  parochial  relief  given  to  the 
father,  which  must  necessarily  be  by  the  parish  in  which 
the  father  is  settled.      So  sect  56  enacts  that  relief  to 
such  children  under  the  age  of  sixteen  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  relief  to  the  second  husband,  which  can  only 
be  given  regularly  by  the  parish  in  which  the  latter  is 
settled.    In  fact,  the  children  are  not  chargeable  at  all, 
but  the  father  in  respect  of  the  children.     The  removal 
of  the  children  will  occasion  difficulties  in  carrying 
into  effect  the  act:  thus  sect.  58  enables  the  commis- 
sioners to  declare  rdief^  given  to  the  husband,  to  be 
given  by  way  of  loan :  and  sect  59  provides  a  remedy 
for  repayment  of  the  loan  by  process,  at  the  suit  of  the 
relieving  parish,  against  the  master  or  employer  of  the 
pauper  for  the  purpose  of  attaching  any  wages  that  may 
be  due;   and,  upon  default  of  the   master,  payment 
is  to  be  enforced  in  **  the  like  manner  as  penalties  and 
forfeitures  are  recoverable  under  this  act;'*  viz.  by  dis- 
tress 
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tress  and  sale^  under  sect.  99.   Now  the  penalties,  when       1SS9. 
so  levied,  are  to  be  paid,  "  to  or  for  the  use  of  the       — — ■ 

The  Quttv 

parish  or  union  isihere  such  offence  shall  have  been  com^       agmmt 
mitiedf  to  be  applied  in  aid  of  the  poor  rate  of  such        aots  of 
parish  or  union/'    So  that,  if  the  children  are  to  be     ^^'^"^ 
relieved  by  a  distant  parish,  who  are  to  recover  the    TheQunir 
amount  from  the  st^father's  master,  it  will  generally    The  inhabit. 
happen  that  the  wages  so  recovered  will  go  to  increase      Conocr. 
the  fiinds  of  another  parish  than  the  one  which  b  to  be 
reimbursed.      Independently  of  this  objection,  it  ap« 
pears  on  the  fiure  of  the  order  of  removal,  and  of  the 
special  case,  tliat  one  of  the  paupers  is  under  the  age  of 
nurture;  and,  though  no  objection  on  this  ground  was 
made  in  the  notice  of  the  appellants,  yet,  as  the  objec- 
tion appears  on  the  fice  of  the  proceedings,  both  the 
court  of  quarter  sessions  and  this  Court  will  notice  it* 
IRes  V.  Bromyard  (a),     Jtes  t.  BouUbee  (A),     JBor  v. 
Wiihemwick  {e\  were  cited,  contra.] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  decision  of  the  sessions  in 
both  cases  is  right  The  children  are  still  to  be  main* 
tained  by  the  parish  which  was  liable  to  support  them 
before  the  second  marriage  of  their  mother ;  and  they 
may  be  removed  accordingly.  With  respect  to  the 
addition^  point  made  in  the  second  case,  no  advantage 
can  now  be  taken  of  any  objection  which  was  not  ad- 
verted to  in  the  notice  of  the  grounds  of  appeal. 

Littledale  J.  The  language  of  the  71st  section 
difiers  from  that  of  the  57th,  which  must,  therefore,  be 
interpreted  by  itself.     In  the  71st  section  the  settlement 

(o)  8  ir.  jr  C.  240.  {b)  AA.^^,  498. 

(c)  6  ^.  4*  JS:  97S. 

Ff  2  of 
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of  the  child  is  proYided  for  in  express  terms.     In  the 
57th  there  is  no  such  provision. 

Patteson  J.  Bex  v.  WaUhamstam  {a)  and  Begifia 
V.  Wendron  (b)  shew  that  the  settlement  of  the  children 
is  neither  altered  nor  suspended  for  all  purposes.  The 
question  is,  whether  they  are  irremoveable  during  the 
life  of  the  step-father,  and  before  the  age  of  sixteen  ? 
It  is  clear  that  upon  his  death  they  are  removeable; 
yet  the  mother  will  then  have  acquired  the  settlement  of 
her  second  husband,  and  therefore  be  separated  from  her 
children.  So  that  the  argument  drawn  from  the  sup- 
posed intention  of  the  legislature  to  keep  them  under  the 
mother's  protection  fails.  As  to  any  difficulties  that  may 
arise  in  carrying  into  effect  the  59th  section,  from  the 
removal  of  the  children  into  a  different  parish,  we  can- 
not on  that  account  put  a  forced  construction  on  the 
words  of  the  previous  section,  which  are  satisfied  by 
holding  that  the  father  shall  be  liable  to  reimburse  the 
parish  in  which  the  chUdren  are  settled,  and  from  which 
they  receive  relief. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 


Order  of  Sessions  confirmed  in  both  cases. 

(o)  6A.iE.  301.  (b)  1  Ai  E,  819. 
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1889. 

The  Queen  against  James.  ju^'l^f 

A  T  the  quarter  sessions  of  the  county  of  Carmarthen^  The  notice  of 
an  order  was  made  on  Tkeophilus  James  to  reim-  for  ^oSer^hi 
burse,  and  to  pay  a  weekly  sum  to,  the  parish  officers  of  su^filk  5"^^ 4' 
Cofmill  in  Elvet^  for  the  maintenance  of  a  bastard  *^:^®'j';''\' 

'  mgned  by  the 

child,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  fol-  churchi«Brden» 

and  overseers 
lowing  case.  of  the  parish, 

is  sufficient. 

At  the  quarter  sessions  in  Jtdy  1888  an  application  though  the 

parish  is  part  of 

was  made  to  the  Court  by  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  a  union  under 
Cowwil  in  Elvet  in  that  county  for  an  order  in  bastardy  ^e  Poor' Law 
against  T.  James,  under  the  stat.  4Sc5  IV.4f.  c.  76.,  for  l"tf ^nd  n"one 
the  maintenance  of  a  male  bastard  child  born  of  S.  Jones,  ©f  the  guardians 

have  signed  it. 

and  chargeable  to  the  said  parish. 

The  applicants  having  gone  through  the  necessary 
proof,  and  satisfied  the  Court  by  corroborative  evidence 
as  to  the  liability  of  T,  James,  an  objection  was  raised 
on  his  behalf  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  the  in- 
tended application,  which  was  in  the  following  form. 

To  71  James  of  Af.  in  the  county  of  Carmarthen :  -^ 
Whereas  5.  J.,  late  of  &c.,  single  woman,  was  on  &c. 
delivered  of  a  male  bastard  child,  and  the  said  child,  by 
reason  of  its  said  mother  being  unable  to  provide  for  its 
maintenance,  on  &c.,  became  chargeable  to  the  parish  of 
Cormil  in  Elvet,  and  from  thence  hitherto  has  been 
maintained  by  the  said  parish :  and  whereas  the  under- 
signed, being  the  churchwarden  and  the  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  have  made  diligent  inquiry 
as  to  the  father  of  the  said  child,  and  find  that  you  are 
the  father  of  the  same:  Therefore  take  notice  that,  at 

the 


Jamu. 
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1839.       the  next  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  to  be 
_  bolden  &c.,  we,  as  such  churchwarden  and  overseers. 

The  QoKiN  ^ 

againM  intend  to  make  application  to  the  G>urt  for  an  order 
upon  you  to  reimburse  the  said  parish  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  said  child.     Given  under  our  hands,  &c, 

2).  r.i^^    ^     ^ 

,,  ^  f  Churchwarden, 

^  ^  I   and  Overseers. 
D.D.) 

It  was  admitted  that  the  parish  of  CmsaU  in  Eha 
was  one  of  several  parishes  united  by  the  oooimissioners 
under  stat  4  &  5  ]V^.  4.  c.  76.  into  an  union  called  the 
Carmariken  Unions  and  that  it  returned  one  guardian 
as  its  proportion  to  the  board;  that  the  notice  waa 
only  signed  by  the  churchwarden  and  overseers  of  the 
parish,  and  that  it  was  not  signed  by  the  guardian  re- 
turned by  the  parish,  or  by  any  other  guardian  of  the 
union.  The  objection  taken  to  its  sufficiency  was  that^ 
since  the  formation  of  unions  under  the  said  poor  law 
act,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  any  parish, 
being  within  an  union  and  returning  a  guardian  to  tlie 
board,  were  not  the  proper  persons  to  sign  notices  of 
this  description.  It  was  contended  for  the  respondent 
that  the  notice  should  be  signed  by  the  guardians  of 
the  union  or  a  competent  part  thereof;  or  that,  at  all 
events,  it  should  have  been  signed  by  the  guardian 
returned  by  the  parish.  The  Court  overruled  the  ob*- 
jection,  but  suspended  the  order  until  the  opihion  of 
the  Court  could  be  obtained  thereupon. 


Ckilion  and  B^e$t  in  support  of  the  order, 
stopped  by  the  Court 


K  V.  miUams 
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K  V.  William  and  R.  C.  NickoU,  contriu     Section        1839. 
72  enacts  that  the  **  overseers  or  ffuardians  of  such       ''^"^^ 
parish)  or  the  guardians  of  any  union  in  which  such        «igauui 
parish   may  be    situate,  may,  if  they  think  proper^ 
after  diligent  inquiry  as  to  the  father  of  such  childf 
apply  to  the  next  general  quarter  sessions ''  &c.    By 
sect.  73,  '^  No  such  application  shall  be  heard  at  such 
sessions  unless  fourteen  days'  notice  shall  have  been 
given  under  the  bands  of  such  overseers  or  guardians, 
to  the  person  intended  to  be  charged  "  &c. ;  and,  by  the 
same  section,  full  costs  and  charges  shall  be  paid  <^  by 
such  overseers  or  guardians,''  if  the  Court  does  not 
make  the  order  of  filiation.    The  reasonable  construe* 
tion  of  the  act  is,  that,  where  there  are  guardians,  the 
guardians  shall  apply ;  where  there  are  none,  then  the 
overseers  shall  apply.    Any  other  construction  will  give 
occasion  to  difficulties,  and  defeat  the  object  of  the  act. 
Where  there  is  an  union,  **  the  ordering,  giving,  and 
directing  of  all  relief  to  the  poor  "  is  under  the  control  of 
the  guardians  alone ;  and  the  overseers  can  give  none, 
except  with  their  sanction^  or  in  cases  of  ui^ncy;  sect.  54<. 
Now  Regina  v.  Tfie  Justices  of  Cambridges/iire  (a)  decides 
that  the  maintenance  of  bastards  is   **  a  matter  con- 
nected with  the  relief  of  the  poor."    It  is,  therefore,  a 
matter  in  which  the  legislature  has  thought  it  inexpe- 
dient to  trust  the  overseers,  where  there  are  guardians. 
If  either  may  apply,  then  both  may  do  so,  and  the 
sessions  may  be  at  a  loss  which  of  the  concurrent  appli- 
cations is  to  be  heard  first,  or  whether  both  are  to  be 
heard ;  and  the  party  may  be  harassed  by  double  pro- 
ceedings, of  which  he  may  have  to  pay  the  costs.     All 

(a)  7A.4;£.  48a     Sm  the  judgment,  ibid,  490. 

these 


JaMI8. 
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these  questions  are  avoided,  and  the  act  receives  a  con- 

_  sistent  and  sensible  construction,  reddendo  singula  sin- 

TheQaisK  ^  ® 

agairut  gulis.  Where  there  are  guardians  under  stat.  22  G.  S. 
c.  85.  {Gilberts -set),  it  would  be  clearly  inconsistent 
with  its  provisions  to  permit  applications  to  be  made 
by  churchwardens  and  overseers. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  notice  is  agreeable  to 
the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  is  given  by  the  proper 
persons. 

• 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  Either  the  overseers  or  guardians 
may  give  the  notice. 

Fatteson  J.  The  parish,  and  not  the  union,  is  in- 
terested in  the  application.  There  is  no  common  fund 
applicable  by  the  union  to  any  purposes,  except  those 
which  affect  the  whole  union;  the  expense  of  main- 
tenance falls  exclusively  on  the  parish.  It  is,  therefore, 
not  unreasonable  that  the  parish  officers  should  have 
the  power  to  apply  for  an  order. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Order  confirmed  (a). 

(a)  See  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85.,  and  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Wills,  post. 
Sittings  in  Banc,  after  M,  T,  1840. 
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Doe  on  the  several  demises   of  Graves   and  ^ondajf, 

June  Sd. 

DowNE  against  Wells  and  Trowbridge. 

EJECTMENT  for  lands  in  WiUshire.    The  several  A  tenintVor  a 
definite  term  of 

demises  were  alleged  in  the  declaration  to  have  years  does  not 

t  1  1    -rt      »  1     I        1  /•  forfeit  his  term 

been  made  on  17th  October  1836,  habendmn  for  seven  by  orally  re- 
years,  from  15th  October  1836.     After  pleas  pleaded,  denulnk"of*Sie 
Welk  compromised  nith  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  but  hiriandUwd^to 
Trambridge  continued  to  defend.     On  the  trial  before  paythe'ent, 

^       »  and  claiming 

PattesonJ^  at  the  Wiltshire  Summer  assizes,  1837,  it  the  fee  as  his 

own. 

was  proved,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifl^  that  Gravesj  the  \ 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  was  entitled  to  the  reversion  upon 
a  lease  under  which  IVowbridge  held,  which  lease  was 
for  ninety-nine  years,  to  end  in  1888,  determinable  on 
certain  lives  not  yet  expired,  at  a  rent  It  was  further 
proved  that,  on  17th  October  1836,  Graoe^s  agent,  in  a 
conversation  with  Trcnsbridge^  who  was  then  in  pos- 
session, demanded  the  rent  of  him,  but  TrataAridge  then 
refused  to  pay  it,  and  asserted  that  the  fee  was  in  himself. 
The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  contended  that  this  was  a 
disclaimer,  working  a  forfeitura  of  Tratxbndge^s  term ; 
the  defendant's  counsel  disputed  this,  and  contended 
further  that,  even  supposing  this  to  be  a  forfeiture,  the 
demise  was  laid  too  early,  being  on  the  very  day  of 
the  supposed  forfeiture.  The  learned  Judge  directed 
the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  if  they  were  of  opinion 
that  the  words  used  by  Tronxbridge  were  not  mere  idle 
language,  but  a  serious  claim  of  the  fee.  The  jury 
having  found  for  the  plaintiff,  the  learned  Judge  re- 
served leave  to  the  defendant's  counsel  to  move  to  enter 
Vol.  X.  (^  g  A  verdict 
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1889*       a  verdict  for  the  defendant.     In  Michaelmas  term,  18879 
^     ,  Craooder  obtained  a  rule  accordinirly. 

Graves 

Wsixs.  Erie  and  Barstc^  now  shewed  cause.     As  to  the  day 

of  the  demise,  Boe  dem.  Wrangkam  v.  Hersey  (a)  shews 
that  it  may  be  the  day  on  which  the  title  of  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  accrues.  There  the  title,  it  is  true,  accrued 
by  death  of  the  ancestor,  not,  as  here,  by  disclaimer ; 
but  that  can  make  no  difierence.  Doe  dem.  Lemis  v. 
Ckftvdor  {b)  was  a  case  of  disclaimer :  but  in  that  case 
there  was  nothing  to  carry  back  the  disclaimer  even  to 
the  day  of  the  demise.  Secondly,  the  disclaimer  here 
worked  a  forfeiture.  That  takes  place  wherever  the 
tenant  does  any  act  inconsistent  with  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant,  especially  if  derogatory  to  the 
landlord's  title.  In  Doe  dem.  EUerbrock  v.  Flynn  (c) 
the  tenant  gave  up  possession  to  a  hostile  claimant,  in 
fraud  of  the  landlord,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
claimant  to  set  up  the  adverse  title  against  the  landlord : 
and  this  was  held  to  be  a  forfeiture  of  the  tenant's 
term.  So  a  disclaimer  dispenses  with  a  notice  to  quit, 
even  where  it  is  doubtful  whether  there  be  a  term  to 
which  the  disclaimer  will  apply;  here  the  term  is  clearly 
shewn  to  have  existed  at  the  time  of  the  disclaimer. 
[Littledale  J.  There  are  several  cases  in  Com.  Dig.9 
Forfeittdre  (d),  of  forfeiture  by  acknowledging  a  hostile 
title  on  record.]  In  Hofoenden  v.  LordAnnedey  (e)  Lord 
Bedesdale  assumed  that  the  assenting  by  a  tenant  to  the 

(a)  3  Wils.  274. 

(6)  1  Or.  M.  i  R.  398.     S,  C.  4  Tyrwh.  852.     See  Doe  dem,  Mee  ▼. 
LUMerland^  4  A.  4^  E,  784. 

(c)  ICr.  M.4;  R.  137.     S.  C.  4  J^nok,  619. 

(d)  See  (A  5.). 

(e)  S  Sc\  If  Xg^  607.     See  p.  625. 

claim 
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claim  of  a  stranger  was  a  forfeituve.    It  is  not  necessary        1839. 

that  the  disclaimer  should  be  on  record:  a  record  is       — — 

Dot  dem. 
merely  a  stronger  evidence  than  an  act  in  pqis*    In  the .      Gkatbs 

X»se  of  Lord  Dormer's  ejectmerU  {a)  it  was  held  that  a  Wuu. 
term  was  forfeited,  where  a  termor  assigned  it  to  a 
trustee,  and  then  made  a  feo£Ement  to  gain  the  freehold. 
The  principle,  according  to  Mr.  Preston  (a),  is  that  th^ 
term  is  forfeited  by  the  fraud  of  the  termor  in  attempt- 
ing to  gain  the  freehold ;  and  that  the  admission  (by  the 
assignee)  of  a  title  to  the  reversion  in  a  stranger  is  an 
attornment,  which  works  a  forfeiture,  because  it  is  an 
abandonment  of  the  tenancy  and  a  destruction  of  the 
privity  between  the  termor  and  the  reversioner.  [jLiV- 
tiedale  J.  What  is  the  act  done  in  the  present  case?] 
The  making  a  claim  of  the  freehold  by  the  termor. 
lUttledale  J.  Is  that  an  act?]  It  is  an  act  within  the 
principle  of  the  authorities.  In  4  JSoc.  Abr.  884.  (&), 
Leases^  [T.  2.],  it  is  said,  ^*  Here  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  any  act  of  the  lessee,  by  which  he  disaffirms  or 
impugns  the  title  of  his  lessor,  occasions  a  forfeiture  of 
the  lease.  For  to  every  lease  the  law  tacitly  annexeth 
a  condition,  that  if  the  lessee  do  any  thing  that  may 
impair  the  interest  of  his  lessor,  the  lease  shall  be  void, 
and  the  lessor  fnay  re-enter.  Indeed,  every  such  act 
necessarily  determines  the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant;  since  to  claim  under  another  and  at  the  same 
time  to  controvert  his  title,  to  hold  under  a  lease,  and 
at  the  same  time  to  destroy  the  interest  out  of  which  the 
lease  ariseth,  would  be  the  most  palpable  inconsistency. 
A  lessee  may  thus  incur  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate  by  act 


(a)  See  note  (6)  to  Doe  dem.  Maddock  ▼.  Lifngh  SB.tC  S99. 
(6)  7th  ed. 


G  g  2  in 
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1839*       inpaiSf  or  by  matter  of  record."     No  instances  perhaps 
_^  can  be  adduced  of  a  forfeiture  of  a  term  for  a  given 

Gkatxs  number  of  years  by  mere  words  claiming  the  title:  but 
Wuxs.  such  a  case  is  clearly  within  the  principle.  If  a  stranger 
bring  waste  against  the  tenant,  and  the  tenant  plead  no 
waste  done,  the  term  is  forfeited  {a).  That  is  on  the 
ground  that  such  pleading  creates  a  difficulty  to  the 
landlord.  A  conveyance  to  operate  by  the  statute  of 
uses  works  no  forfeiture,  because,  being  innocent,  it 
does  not  hurt  the  title  of  the  landlord.  A  tenancy  from 
year  to  year  is  put  an  end  to,  without  notice,  by  a  dis- 
claimer. There  can  be  no  distinction,  in  this  respect, 
between  a  term  for  a  given  number  of  years,  and  a 
tenancy  from  year  to  year:  there  might  be  a  term 
created  for  a  hundred  years  determinable  at  any  time 
by  half  a  year's  notice  from  either  party.  The  greater 
number  of  the  old  authorities  indeed  speak  of  a  for- 
feiture of  a  life  estate;  but  this  arises  only  from  terms 
being  comparatively  modern.  A  forfeiture  of  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year  is,  legally,  a  forfeiture  of  a  term :  the 
decisions,  in  such  cases,  have  not  rested  upon  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  disclaimer  shewed  that  no  term  existed, 
for  then  no  notice  would  have  been  necessary  at  all; 
whereas  the  professed  principle  has  always  been  that 
notice  was  dispensed  with  by  the  disclaimer*  *  Thus, 
<<  if  a  tenant  hold  from  year  to  year,  the  landlord  can- 
not maintain  an  ejectment  without  giving  six  months' 
previous  notice,  unless  the  tenant  have  attorned  to  some 
other  person,  or  done  some  other  act  disclaiming  to 
hold  as  tenant  to  the  landlord;  and  in  that  case  no 
notice  is  necessary;"  J^rogmortonv.  Jfhelpdale  {b).    In 

(a)  Com.  Dig.,  FoifiHure,  (A  5.)  citing  Co,  IMt,  252,  a.  and  1  BoL 
Ahr.  853.  K^UtU,  (G),  pi.  11. 
(6)  BuL  iV;  P.  96. 

Doe 
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Doe  dem.  Gray  v.  Stanion  (a)  a  tenant  from  year  to        lBd9. 


Dox  dem* 


year  claimed  verbally  to  hold  the  estate  as  his  own,  but 
under  such  circumstances  that  the  Court  considered  the  Gbato 
claim  not  necessarily  inconsistent  with  the  tenancy ;  and,  ,  Wui*. 
therefore,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  forfeiture :  but 
the  Court  said,  *^  it  does  not  appear  to  be  necessary 
that  any  act  should  be  done,  as  distinguished  from  a 
verbal  disclaimer;  a  disavowal  by  the  tenant  of  the 
holding  under  the  particular  landlord,  by  words  only,  is 
sufficient;"  adding,  <^but,  in  order  to  make  a  verbal  or 
written  disclaimer  sufficient,  it  must  amount  to  a  direct 
repudiation  of  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant;  or  to 
a  distinct  claim  to  hold  possession  of  the  estate,  upon  a 
ground  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  that 
relation,  which  by  necessary  implication  is  a  repudiation 
of  it/'  These  remarks  establish  fully  the  doctrine  for 
which  the  plaintiff  contends;  and  this,  as  well  as  the 
case  of  Havenden  v.  Lord  Annedey  (£),  shew  that  Lord 
Coke  is  incorrect  in  saying  that  an  attornment  in  pais 
works  no  forfeiture ;  Co.  Lit.  252.  a.  In  Doe  dem.  Lewis 
V.  Caxodor  {c)  the  disclaimer  insisted  upon  was  by  let* 
ters:  but  there  was  no  forfeiture,  because  the  Court 
thought  the  language  of  the  letters  did  not  go  far 
enough.  In  Doe  dem.  Grubb  v.  Grubb  (d)  it  was  held 
that  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  was  determined  by  the 
tenant  having  written  a  letter  to  the  reversioner's  at- 
torney, stating  that  hb  connection  as  a  tenant  had 
ceased  for  several  years.  A  copyholder's  estate  is,  on  a 
feudal  principle,  similar  to  that  now  contended  for,  for- 

(a)  \M,^W.  695.     S.  C.  TynoA.  ^  G.  1065.     See  Doe  dem.  WU~ 
liamt  ▼.  Cooper,  1  Man.  {■  G.  1S5. 
(6)  2  iS^  ^  Ltf,  6S5. 
(c)  1  Cr.  M.  4*  R.  398.     &  C.  4  Tyrwk.  858.        [d)  10  B,  ^  C.  816. 

6  g  S  feited 
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18S9.       felted  by  default  of  dttendance  where  there  is  sufficient 

■       notice  5  Sir  John  Brauncke^s  Case  {a\  Anonymous  case  in 

Okavxb       QodboU{b\  where  it  is  said  that  a  refusal  by  a  copy- 

tigaimt 

Wills.  holder  to  pay  rent,  because  he  hath  it  not,  '*  is  no  for- 
feiture, but  the  denial  ought  to  be  a  wilful  denial;" 
which  shews  that  a  wilful  denial  will  work  a  forfeiture. 
It  may  be  urged  that  tenancies  will  be  endangered  by 
applying  the  rules  of  forfeiture  so  stringently :  but  the 
Court  will  not  deviate  from  the  authorities  upon  such 
considerations.  The  legislature,  when  they  provided 
against  surrenders  not  made  by  writing,  in  stat  29  C.  2. 
e.  d.  s.  9«,  did  not  prohibit  forfeitures  by  word  of 
mouth. 

Crcfwder  and  Butt,  contrik.  Supposing'  the  Court  to 
be  of  opinion  that  the  case,  as  to  the  first  point,  is  within 
the  authority  of  Roe  dem.  Wrangham  v.  Hersey  (^ ),  still 
there  is  here  no  forfeiture.  Assuming  the  language  to 
have  been  as  strong  as  possible,  and  to  have  amounted  to 
a  distinct  repudiation  of  the  landlord's  title  and  a  claim 
of  the  freehold  by  the  tenant,  yet  there  is  no  authority 
finr  treating  this  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  term.  It  is  true 
that  a  lease  for  years  may  be  subjected  to  forfdture 
under  the  same  circumstances  as  a  life  estate;  but  in 
V  neither  of  the  passages  referred  to,  on  the  other  side,  in 
Bacon  and  Comytis^  is  there  any  instance  of  a  forfeiture  of 
estate  by  mere  words.  From  Co.  IaL  251.  a.,  251.  b., 
252.  a.,  it  appears  that  a  forfeiture  may  be  worked  by 
alienation,  —  and  that  either  in  pais  or  by  matter  of  re- 
cord — ;  or  by  claiming  too  great  an  estate,  or  affirming 
the  reversion  or  remainder  to  be  in  a  stranger, — and 

(a)  1  Leon.  104.  (6)  Godb,  142.  pL  176. 

(c)  3  WU$,  274, 

these 
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these  only  by  matter  of  record.  But  eren  a  feofibent  with-       1 839. 
out  livery,  or  a  conveyance  in  fee  by  lease  and  release, 

.  Dos  dem. 

work  no  forfeiture,  because,  though  they  are  in  principle       OaATu 

OfftUUi 

disavowals  of  the  reversioner's  right,  they  devest  no  Wslu. 
estate.  It  is  said  that  the  efiect  of  a  record  is  merely  to 
strengthen  the  evidence:  but  the  authorities  confine 
forfeitures  of  this  kind  to  matter  of  record.  Thus  in 
SBacAbr.  196  (a),  Estate  for  Life  and  Occupancy ^  (C),  it 
is  said,  '*  Another  way  of  forfeiture  in  a  court  of  record 
is,  by  claiming  a  greater  estate  than  he  had  by  the 
feudal  donation,  or  by  affirming  the  reversion  to  be  in 
any  other  person  than  his  lord.  This  seems  to  be 
grounded  on  a  rule  in  the  old  feudal  law,  that  if  a 
vassal  denied  that  he  held  the  feud  of  hb  lord,  and  it 
waa  proved  against  him,  such  a  denial  was  a  forfeiture. 
Mow  this  denial  may  be  when  the  vassal  claims  the 
reversion  himself,  or  accepts  a  gift  of  it  from  a  stranger, 
or  acknowledges  the  reversion  to  be  in  a  stranger ;  for 
in  all  these  cases  he  denies  that  he  holds  the  feud  from 
the  lord :  but,  as  by  the  feudal  law  the  vassal  was  to  be 
convicted  of  this  denial,  so  in  our  law  these  acts,  which 
plainly  amount  to  a  denial,  must  be  done  in  a  court  of 
record,  to  make  them  a  forfeiture ;  for  such  act  of  denial 
appearing  on  record  is  equivalent  and  equally  conclu- 
sive as  a  conviction  upon  solemn  trial;  and  all  other 
denials,  that  might  be  used  by  great  lords  for  tre« 
panning  their  tenants,  and  for  a  pretence  to  seize  their 
estates,  by  our  law  were  rejected,  for  such  convictions 
might  be  made  by  such  great  lords  where  there  was  no 
just  cause :  but  the  denial  of  the  tenure  upon  record 
could  never  be  counterfeit,  or  be  abused  to  any  injus^ 

(a)  7tb  ed. 

Gg  4  tice; 
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18S9.  tice ;  and  therefore  this  notorious  and  solemn  act  of  the 
tenant  was  retained  as  a  just  cause  of  forfeiture  by  our 
law/'  In  the  words  following  the  passage  cited  on  the 
other  side  from  4  Bac.  Abr.  884  (a),  Leases  and  Terms 
for  YearSy  [T.  2.],  the  forfeiture  by  act  in  pais  is  con- 
fined to  alienations  which  displace  the  estate  of  the 
reversioner.  The  doctrine  of  disclaimer  was  perhaps 
carried  farther  in  Doe  dem.  EUerbrock  v«  JPlynn  {b)  than 
elsewhere :  but  even  there  the  tenant  had  done  an  act 
by  giving  up  the  possession  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
his  landlord's  title.  Here  there  is  no  act  done;  and 
the  landlord  does  not  appear  to  be  in  any  way  damnified. 
The  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  C.  2.  c.  S.  s.  3.,  has  been 
referred  to ;  but  it  is  clear  that  the  general  intent  of  the 
l^islature  was  to  provide  against  the  efiect  of  mere  oral 
declarations.  Forfeitures  by  words  spoken  were  not 
provided  against,  because  they  were  not  recognised 
before.  The  dictum  in  Hcfoenden  v.  Lord  Annesley{c) 
is,  as  admitted  on  the  other  side,  contrary  to  the  doc- 
trine of  Lord  Coke :  and,  as  .the  decision  in  that  case 
was,  that  there  was  no  forfeiture  under  the  particular 
circumstances,  the  dictum  is  extra-judicial:  but,  as- 
suming it  to  be  correct,  an  attornment  is  still  an  act. 
It  is  true  that  notice  to  quit  may  be  dispensed  with  in 
the  case  of  tenancies  from  year  to  year  by  proof  of 
words  spoken  by  the  tenant :  but  that  is  because  such 
a  tenancy  is  from  year  to  year  so  long  as  the  parties 
please:  and  such  words  may  be  proof  that  the  will  of 
the  tenant  was  determined.  Such  cases  are  not  instances 
of  forfeiture  at  all.  As  was  said  by  Best  C.  J.  in  Doe 
dem.  Calvert  v.  Frawd{d)i  ^*a  notice  to  quit  is  only 

(a)7thed.  ^    (6)  lO.  JT.  ^  JL  1S7.   AC4  2>npA.619. 

(c)  2Sch.^Ltf.  e^LSn        {d)  4  Bmg.  557. 

requisite 
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requisite  where  a  tenancy  is  admitted  on  both  sides*  1839. 
and  if  a  defendant  denies  the  tenancy,  there  can  be  no 
necessity  for  a  notice  to  end  that  which  he  says  has  no 
existence.'*  Throgmorion  v.  Whelpdale  {a\  Doe  dem. 
Gray  v.  Stanton  (b)^  Doe  devu  Grubb  v.  Grubb  {c\  were 
cases  of  tenancy  from  year  to  year:  and  no  greater 
estate  was  shewn  to  exist  in  the  defendant  in  Doedem. 
Lewis  V.  Cawdor  (d). 


Lot^  Denman  C  J.  I  think  Doe  dem.  EUerbrock  ▼• 
Flynn  {e)  is  distinguishable  from  the  present  case.  There 
it  was  thought  that  the  tenant  had  betrayed  his  land- 
lord's interest  by  an  act  that  might  place  him  in  a  worse 
condition :  if  the  case  went  farther  than  that»  I  should 
not  think  it  maintainable.  The  other  instances  are 
cases  either*  of  disclaimer  upon  record,  which  adroit  of 
no  doubt  as  to  the  nature  of  what  is  done,  or  of  leases 
from  year  to  year,  in  speaking  of  which  the  nature  of 
the  tenancy  has  been  sometimes  lost  sight  of,  and  the 
words  <*  forfeiture ''  and  **  disclaimer ''  hare  been  im« 
properly  applied.  It  may  be  fairly  said,  when  a  land* 
lord  brings  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  from  a 
defendant  who  has  been  his  tenant  from  year  to  year, 
that  eridence  of  a  disclaimer  of  the  landlord's  tide  by 
the  tenant  is  evidence  of  the  determination  of  the  will  of 
both  parties,  by  which  the  duration  of  the  tenancy,  from 
its  particular  nature,  was  limited.  But  no  case,  I  think, 
goes  so  far  as  the  present:  and  I  feel  the  danger  of 
allowing  an  interest  in  law  to  be  put  an  end  to  by  mere 
words. 


K 


(a)  J^iii.  N.  P«96. 

(6)  I  M.^W.  695.    8.  a  TVnoA.  ^  Gr.  1065. 

(c)  \0B,  ^c:8i& 

[d]  lCr.M.^  i2.S98.     &  C.  ATyrvh.%S2. 
(tf)  1  Cr.  M.  «•  J2.  137.     &  C  A  J^rvfh.  619. 

LiTTLEDALE 


4S6  CASES  IN  TRINITT  TERM 

1889.  LiTTLEBALE  J.    Wd  should  not,  indeed,  be  justified 

in  putting  an  end  to  a  state  of  law  on  account  of  its 

Doe  dem* 

Gkatss  danger;  for  we  must  give  parties  whatever  the  law 
Wklls.  entitles  them  to :  but  here  the  law  leads  to  no  such 
consequence.  The  case  is  not  like  that  of  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year,  which  lasts  only  as  long  as  the 
parties  please,  and  where  what  has  been  called  a  dis* 
claimer  is  evidence  of  the  cessation  of  the  will.  Here 
property  is  claimed  on  the  ground  of  forfeiture.  Now, 
assume  the  jury  to  have  been  right  in  theur  verdict: 
still  the  fiicts  do  not  go  &r  enough  for  a  forfeiture.  In 
Comjfnfs  Digest^  tit  Forfeiturej  and  in  Viner^s  Abridge- 
menif  tit  Esiate  (a),  a  very  great  number  of  instances  of 
forfeiture  are  given ;  but  there  is  no  allusion  to  any  case 
of  this  kind :  the  instances  are  either  of  (matters  of  re- 
cord, or  of  acts  i{U2ftis  quite  difierent  from  what  is  here 
insisted  upon.>  In  an  Anmymous  Case  in  GodboU{b) 
the  tenant  claimed  the  fee  on  the  record,  in  an  action  of 
debt;  and  yet  it  was  held  to  be  no  forfeiture.  Doe 
dem*  EUerbroek  v.  Fh/nn  (c)  has  been  satisfactorily  dis- 
tinguished by  my  Lord. 

Patteson  J.  No  case  has  been  cited  where  a  lease 
for  a  definite  term  has  been  forfeited  by  mere  words. 
HVe  know  thatfmere  words  cannot  work  a  disseising  . 
although  some  acts  have  been  held  to  work  a  disseisin  at 
the  election  of  the  party  disseised,  which,  as  against  him, 
would  not  work  a  disseisin.  An  attornment  again  is  an 
act.  Here  there  is  no  act ;  and,  if  we  held  that  there 
was  a  forfeiture,  we  should  be  going  much  beyond  any 

(a)  See  10  Fm.  Jbr.  370.  sqq.  FoifeUure,  (C.  b),  &c, 

(6)  Godb.  105.  pi.  124. 

(c)  1  Cr.  M,  J-  R.  137.     S,  C  4  Tyrwh.  619- 

previous 
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previous  decision.  It  is  sometimes  said  that  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year  is  forfeited  by  disclaimer :  *  but  it 
would  be  more  correct  to  say  that  a  disclaimer  furnishes 
evidence  in  answer  to  the  disclaiming  party's  assertion 
that  he  has  had  no  notice  to  quit ;  inasmuch  as  it  would' 
be  idle  to  prove  such  a  notice  where  the  tenant  has  as- 
serted that  there  is  no  longer  any  tenancy. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  {a)» 

(a)  See  note  (6)  to  SSr  Simon  Leech's  Ca$e,  Freem,  JT.  B.  and  C.  P.  503. 


Joseph  Coles,  Rebecca  Goode,  and  Benjamin  JWo»w%, 

June  3d* 

Coles,  Executors  of  Temperance  Creed, 
against  The  Governor  and  Company  of  the 
Bank  of  England. 

CASE  for  refusing  to  transfer  stock  and  pay  dividends.  Case  by  the  ex- 
editors  of  A 

The  first  count  stated  that  Temperance  Creeds  at  stockholder 
the  time  of  her  death,  was  proprietor  of  and  lawfully  BaniTof  Eng^ 
entitled  to  a  certain  share  or  interest  to  a  large  amount,  ^^J*tr!^l^ 
to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  2,220i  16*.  9A,  of  and  in  cer-  J^J^*^^ 
tain  stock  called  the  S  per  cent  consols,  which  in  her  life-  *?  P*y  ^«  ^»- 

^  ^  ^  vidends.     It 

time  was  standing  in  her  name  in  defendants'  books,  and  appeared  that 

nearly  all  the 

had  not,  at.  the  time  of  the  committing  &c^  been  trans-  stock  had  been 

sold  and  trans- 
ferred in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrii  by  her  nephew  C,  who  had  brought  another  woman  to 
personate  her,  and  forge  her  signature.  After  the  sale,  testatrix  bad  repeatedly  received  the 
warrants  for  the  reduced  dividends  in  person,  and  had  signed  the  warrants  and  the  bank 
books,  being  on'  those  occasions  accompanied  by  C,  who  mentioned  the  amount  of  di- 
vidend in  her  presence.  The  jury  found  that  she  had  the  means  of  knowing  of  the 
trusfer,  but  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  actual  knowledge ;  that  she  bad  been  guilty  of 
gross  negligence,  and  that  the  defendants  had  not  been  guilty  of  any : 

Held,  that  the  fi^ts  were  a  defence  on  the  plea  of  Not  guilty. 

Held,  also,  that  they  furnished  evidence  in  support  of  pleas  denying  that  testatrix  was 
proprietor  of  the  slock ;  and  a  plea  denying  that  Stf^cient  money  had  been  received  b^ 
defendants  for  payhig  the  dividends. 

ferred 
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18S9.        ferred  or  assigned  by  her  or  by  plainttffi,  or  any  of 
"""^        them,  or  by  any  attorney  lawfully  authorised  by  them 

Coles 

againa        or  any  of  them ;  and  that  plaintiffi,  as  her  executors. 

The  Bank  of 

England,  were,  at  the  time  &c.  proprietors  of,  and  lawfully  en- 
titled to,  such  share  or  interest,  and  entitled  to  transfer 
it:  that  it  was  the  duty  of  defendants,  at  all  reasonable 
times,  to  make  or  enter  in  the  said  books  such  ti*aiis- 
fer  of  the  said  share  or  any  part  thereof,  as  plaintifi, 
as  such  executors,  or  either  of  them,  should  authorise 
or  require:  that  plaintiff,  Joseph  CcteSy  as  such  exe- 
cutor, after  the  death  of  Temperance  Creeds  and  at  a 
reasonable  time  for  that  purpose,  and  for  the  benefit  of 
plaintifi&  as  executors,  requested  defendants  to  suffer 
and  permit  the  said  share  to  be  transferred  in  the  said 
books  into  the  name  of  one  J.  5.,  and  to  suffer  to  be 
made  in  said  books  a  proper  entry  or  registry  of  such 
transfer.  Averment  of  offer  by  Joseph  Coles  to  make 
the  transfer  and  entry,  and  by  J.  S.  to  accept  the  trans* 
fer.  Notice  to  defendants.  Breach ;  refusal  by  defend- 
ants to  make,  or  suffer  to  be  made,  such  transfer  or 
entry.  Averment  that  in  a  reasonable  time  before 
making  such  request,  the  will  of  testatrix  and  pro- 
bate thereof  had  been  duly  entered  in  the  office  of  the 
Accountant-General  of  the  Bank  of  England^  &c. 

The  second  count,  after  introductory  averments  as  in 
the  first,  stated  the  title  of  plaintiff  as  executors  to 
receive  the  interest  and  dividends  on  the  above  stock ; 
that  after  the  death  of  testatrix  a  large  sum,  to  wit, 
33/.  6s.  Sd^  for  and  on  account  of  a  half  yearly  dividend 
in  respect  thereof,  was  due ;  that  Joseph  Coles,  as  ex- 
ecutor, on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  plaintiffis 
as  executors,  attended  at  the  Bank  to  receive  said 
sum,  and  requested  defendants  to  pay  it  to  him  on  be- 
half 
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half  of  himself  and  the  other  plaintifis;  that,  although        1839. 
sufficient  money  had,  before  such  request,  been  duly        "~ 
issued,  and  received  by  defendants  (a),  for  the  purpose        against 

.   .  .  Tbe  Bank  of 

of  paying  such  dividend,  and  although  it  was  the  duty  Ekqland. 
of  defendants  to  pay  it  to  plaintiff  J.  C.  as  executor  on 
request,  yet  defendants  would  not,  when  so  requested, 
or  at  any  other  time,  pay  the  said  sum  of  money  or 
any  part  thereof,  to  plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them,  as  ex- 
ecutors, or  to  any  attorney  duly  authorised  by  them. 
Profert  of  letters  testamentary. 

Fleas.  1.  Not  Guilty.  2.  As  to  first  count,  that 
Temperance  Creed  was  not  at  the  time  of  her  death  the 
proprietor  of,  or  lawfully  entitled  to^  the  said  share  or 
interest  in  the  said  stock,  modo  et  forma.  3.  As  to  the 
second  count,  same  plea.  4.  As  to  the  second  count, 
that  sufficient  money  for  paying  the  said  divideud  had 
not  been  received  by  defendants  for  the  purpose  in  the 
second  count  mentioned,  modo  et  forma. 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  at  the  ad- 
journed sittings  after  Trinity  tAvm  1837  it  appeared  that 
the  testatrix  had  from  time  to  time  bought  stock  in  the 
3  per  cent,  consols  from  the  year  1819  until  1828,  having 
made  the  last  purchase  on  29th  April  1828,  at  which 
time  the  whole  amount  of  the  several  purchases  was 
2220/.  165.  9d.  She  was  in  the  habit  of  attending  in 
person  every  half  year  to  receive  her  dividends,  and 
was,  on  those  occasions,  accompanied  by  her  nephew, 
'  the  plaintiff  Benjamin  ColeSj  who,  in  her  presence, 
mentioned  the  amount  of  the  dividend.  «  It  further 
appeared  that  B.  Cdes^  who  was  much  trusted  by  the 
deceased,  was  a  clerk  at  the  Bank,  and,  as  such,  well 
acquainted  with  the  state  of  her  account  there;  that  he 


(a)  See  The  Sank  rf  Bngkmd  t.  Diant^  SS.^C,  185. 

had, 


• 
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1 839.       badf  without  her  authority  or  knowledge,  from  time  to 

time  sold  out  portions  of  the  stock  by  means  of  a 

againtt       woman  whom  he  represented  as  Mrs.  Creed  the  de<- 
Englamo.     ^^eased)  and  who  forged  the  signature  of  Mrs.  Creed  to 
each  transfer. 

The  sales  were  as  follows :  — 

1S27 9  August  7.        -  -  -  jf  500  stock. 

1828,  February  15.  -  -  250 

March  16.      -  -  -  150 

October  9.      -  -  -  250 

Naoember  25.  -  -  300 

IS29,  April  ^2.        -  -  -  200 

Augustus.      -  -  -  300 

ISSOf  January  15.  -  -  150 

July  9.            -  -  -  115 


jf2215 


The  last  dividend  received  by  the  testatrix  was  on 
120/.  165.  9d.  in  July  1830,  just  before  the  last  sale  by 
B.  Coles  {a). 

Upon  receipt  of  the  dividend,  the  testatrix  always 
signed  the  dividend  books,  and  also  the  dividend  war- 
rants, both  of  which  shew,  on  the  face  of  them,  the 
actual  dividend  paid.  She  died  in  August  1830,  at  a 
very  advanced  age. 

The  probate  was  left  by  plaintiff  B.  Coles  si  the  will 
office  at  the  Bank,  when,  according  to  the  usual  prac- 
tice, he  stated  the  amount  of  the  claim  to  be  *^  Si.,  and 
some  odd  shillings.'*  In  fact  it  was  5L  16s.  9d.  The 
will  was  duly  registered.     On  the  detection  of  the  fraud 

(a)  See^  further,  as  to  thew  tnuiflactioiii»  the  itatement  of  ftcts  in  the 

judgment,  p.  448.  post. 

by 
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by  his  co-executors,  he  was  indicted  under  S8  G.  8.  c  SO*        1839. 
sects.  1  &  2,  for  the  forgery,  but  was  acquitted,  and  left       ~ 
the  country.  agamtt 

The  Bank  of 

In  December  1880,  J.  Coles  and  i2.  Goode,  the  co-  Enolavo. 
executors,  claimed  to  be  admitted  to  transfer  the  whole 
sum  of  2220/.  165.  9d.  The  defendants,  protesting 
agabst  any  legal  liability,  offered  to  replace  115/.  stock, 
being  the  sum  transferred  on  9th  July  1880,  but  de- 
clined any  further  compliance  with  the  plaintiff*  re- 
quest Whereupon  this  action  was  commenced  by  the 
two  co-executors  in  the  name  of  all.  At  the  trial,  the 
jury  found,  in  reply  to  questions  put  to  them  by  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice,  that,  1.  the  testatrix  had  the  means 
of  knowing  that  the  transfers  had  been  made ;  2.  there 
was  no  sufficient  evidence  that  she  did  in  feet  know  of 
them ;  8.  she  had  been  guilty  of  gross  negligence ;  4.  the 
Bank  had  not  been  guilty  of  any  negligence.  A  verdict 
was  entered  for  the  defendants,  with  liberty  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs.  Flatty  in  the  following 
Michaelmas  term,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a 
a  verdict  should  not  be  entered  accordingly  for  such 
amount  as  the  Court  should  think  fit;  or  a  new  trial 
had.     In  last  Easter  term 

Sir  F.  FcUock  and  BayUy  shewed  cause  (a).  There 
is  no  pretence  for  recovering  in  respect  of  the  smaller 
sum,  for  there  was  no  refusal  to  transfer  it.  The  first 
count  truly  alleges  a  refosal  to  transfer  the  entire 
amount  of  original  stock,  but  the  defendants  were 
never  requested  to  transfer  the  less  amount,  nor  would 
they,  on  request,  have  refused  to  do  so.    In  this  form 

(a)  Sd  May  1839.  Before  Loid  Benman  C  J.,  JJtikdale,  Pmeton^ 
and  Ookndge  Js. 

of 
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18S9*       of  count)  in  which  it  is  not  even  stated  that  the  de- 

fendants  refused  to  transfer  the  share  "or  any  part 

againtt       thereof.''  the  sum  is  indivisible  and  the  plaintifl&  must 

The  Bank  of  *^ 

EvQLKVD,  recover  for  all  or  none.  Where  a  creditor  draws  for 
501/.  on  his  debtor  who  owes  him  only  500/.9  the  latter 
is  not  bound  to  accept  pro  tanto.  As  to  the  second 
count)  the  plaintifis  might  have  recovered  a  less  dividend 
than  the  sum  demanded ;  but  there  never  was  any  re- 
fusal to  pay  it.  If  the  action  had  been  in  form  ex  con- 
tractu, it  might  have  been  necessary  for  the  defendants 
to  plead  a  tender  or  readiness  to  pay  the  sum  actually 
due ;  but  here  the  question  is,  whether  they  have  wrong- 
fully refused  to  pay  what  was  due.  But  the  principal 
question  is,  whether  the  Bank  of  England  can  be  made 
liable,  in  this,  or  indeed  in  any,  form  of  action,  to  replace 
stock  transferred  by  a  person  professing  to  act  for  the 
proprietor,  after  the  proprietor  has  repeatedly  recognised 
the  transfer  by  receiving  dividends  on  the  reduced 
amount  ?  The  repeated  receipt  of  such  dividends  is  a 
recognition  of  the  transfer,  which  binds  the  party,  and 
is  not  merely  proof  of  a  previous  authority,  which  may 
be  rebutted.  The  testatrix  received  the  dividends  in 
person,  and  on  six  different  occasions  signed  the  war- 
rants and  dividend  books,  which  shew  upon  the  face  of 
them  the  real  amount  paid.  The  amount  was  on  each 
occasion  mentioned  in  her  hearing.  Her  advanced  age, 
which  was  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff  to  rebut  the 
charge  of  gross  negligence,  and  to  shew  that  undue  ad- 
vantage had  probably  been  taken  of  her,  was  only  a  topic 
for  the  jury,  and  would  have  been  equally  available  if 
she  had  herself  received  the  money.  Suppose  a  cus- 
tomer signs  and  settles  his  book  with  his  banker  after 
his  balance  has  been  reduced  by  forged  drafts ;  can  he 

bring 
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bring  money  had  and  received  for  the  original  balance  ?        I8S9. 

There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  testatrix  was  not  ac- 

tually  aware  of  the  transfers,  and  it  was  on  this  irround        ogamM 

The  Bank  of 

that  the  plaintiff  Benjamin  Coles  was  acquitted  upon  Enqlamd. 
the  indictment  [Lord  Demnan  C.  J.  Ther^  is  no 
doubt  that,  in  fact,  she  did  not  know  of  them,  but  had 
been  deceived  by  the  fraud  of  her  nephew.]  Actual 
knowledge  is  not  essential ;  it  is  enough  that  she  had 
the  means  of  knowledge^  and  that  she  had  grossly  neg* 
lected  to  avail  herself  of  them.  Ignorance  of  fact  is  no 
excuse,  where  there  is  laches.  BiUne  v.  Lumley  (a), 
Mihtes  V.  Duncan  {b)»  Whatever  is  sufficient  to  put  a 
person  upon  inquiry  is  equivalent  to  notice ;  Smith  v. 
JjOdd  (c).  Here,  too,  the  person  to  whom  the  fraud  is 
imputed  is  himself  on^  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  must  be 
taken  to  have  known  what  he  himself  did.  The  gross 
negligence  of  the  testatrix  has  misled  the  defendants, 
and  has  induced  them  to  believe  that  the  transfers  have 
been  effected  with  her  consent.  In  such  a  state  of  facts 
the^rule  stated  in  Pickard  v.  Sears  {d\  and  affirmed  in 
Gregg  V.  Wells  {e\  is  applicable,  viz.,  that  a  person  who 
wilfully  acts  so  as  to  convey  a  certain  impression  to 
another,  and  induce  him  to  alter  his  position  accord- 
ingly, cannot  afterwards  be  permitted,  as  against  the 
party  deceived,  to  shew  that  the  impression  was  un- 
founded. If  then  the  negligence  of  the  testatrix  be  a 
defence,  it  is  evidence  under  either  *^  not  guilty,''  or  the 
pleas  denying  the  testatrix's  property.  That  It  is  a  de- 
fence under  the  general  issue,  is  established  by  Gough 
V.  Bryan  (g)  and  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Bailr 

(a)  9£asf,  469.  '         (6)  6  A  f  C.  671. 

(c)  1  Mk,  49a     See  alto  Monk  v.  Keatmg^  1  Nem  Ca.  19S,  SSa 
W  6ji.  i  E.  469.  (e)  AnU,  p.  90. 

ig)  21/.  i  r.77a 

Vol.  X.  H  h  way 
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1839.  mty  C(mpaftt^{a).  And  the  second  plea  is  supported 
by  proof  that  the  stock  has  been  transferred.  The 
doctrine  laid  down  in  Davis  v.  The  Bank  of  Efig- 


Cous 
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£ML4icjk  land{b\  that  stock,  sold  under  a  forged  power,  is  to 
be  regarded  as  still  standing  in  the  original  name,  is 
not  satisfactory,  and  has  been  since  questioned  (c)w 
But  all  difficulty  on  that  point  is  avoided  here  by  the 
repeated  recognition  of  the  sales,  and  the  ratification 
of  the  acts  of  B.  Coles  by  the  testatrix.  It  is  clear  that, 
if  alive,  she  might  now  sue  him  .for  the  proceeds  of  the 
sales ;  Sione  v.  Marsh  ((f),  Marsh  v.  Keating  (e) ;  and 
that  the  stock  is  therefore  to  be  considered  as  no  longer 
standing  in  her  name.  The  form  of  the  plaintifis'  ac* 
tion,  if  any,  should  have  been  case  for  improperly,  and 
without  authority,  transferring  the  stock.  By  the  form 
here  adopted,  the  defendants  are  ousted  of  the  plea  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  for  if  the  stock  is  to  be  re- 
'  garded  as  still  belonging  to  the  original  stockholder, 
no  lapse  of  time  after  the  transfer  can  divest  him  of  his 
right  to  sue.  Another  question  arises  in  this  case,  viz. 
whether  two  of  several  persons  jointly  interested  can 
demand  a  transfer  of  the  joint  stock?  No  demand 
is  alleged,  or  was  proved  to  have  been  made,  by  B. 
Coles  the  plaintiff  and  co-executor.  lUttledale  J.  There 
may  be  a  request  by  one  to  permit  a  transfer  by  all,  for 
the  benefit  of  all.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  If  one  demands 
with  tlie  authority  of  the  rest,  and  the  defendants  re* 
fuse,  not  because  the  others  are  absent  but  upon  other 
and  different  grounds,  the  refusal  is  a  sufficient  breach. 
Patteson  J.  Suppose  trover  is  brought  upon  a  de- 
mand and  a  refusal  on  a  particular  ground,  can  the 

(a)  S  Ur^  W.  244.  (6)  S  Bing.  39S. 

(c)  See  Strocy  v.  Bank  of  England,  6  Bing.  754. 
(eO  6  A  4"  C.  551.  (*)  1  New  Ca.  198. 

defendant 
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defendant  afterwards  insist  on  a  difierent  ground  of       1889. 
refusal  (a)  ?     It  would  be  a  dangerous  doctrine.    Be- 
sides, this  point  was  not  made  at  the  trial.] 

Piatt,  W.  H.  Watson,  and  Peacock,  contra.  There  is 
no  proof  that  the  testatrix  heard  the  answers  given  by 
her  nephew  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  stock,  or  got 
the  dividend  warrants  paid  to  herself,  or  did  more  than 
merely  sign  her  name.  But  supposing  gross  negligence 
to  be  clearly  established,  it  is  no  defence  to  this  action, 
nor  any  evidence  under  the  present  issues.  It  is  not 
found  that  she  knew  of  the  sales ;  it  is  therefore  im- 
possible to  presume  a  ratification  of  them  by  her.  Dams 
v.  JTie  Bank  of  England  {b)  shews  that  the  stock  is  still 
to  be  treated  as  standing  in  her  name,  and  is  there* 
fore  now  vested  in  her  executors.  That  case  is  unim- 
peached  by  any  of  the  later  decisions,  which  only  shew 
that  the  stockholder  may  elect  to  affirm  the  sale,  and 
Ibllow  the  proceeds  into  the  hands  of  the  unauthorised 
vendor.  The  judgment  was  reversed  on  grounds  in- 
d^endent  of  the  merits ;  The  Bank  of  En/^nd  ▼. 
Davis  {c).  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  mere  fiict  of 
negligence  or  carelessness  could  divest  the  testatrix 
of  her  property  without  some  legal  conveyance  or 
transfer.  In  Pickard  v.  Sears  {d)  the  party  charged 
with  the  deception  was  himself  fiilly  acquainted  with  the 
fiicts :  here  the  testatrix  was  herself  deceived.  There 
are  two  pleas  under  which  it  is  attetnpt^d  to  raise  this 
defence.  First,  Not  guilty,  which  merely  denies  that 
the  defendants  refused  to  transfer  the  stock,  or  to 
pay  the  dividend.      Under  this  plea,  the  question  of 

(a)  See  Crowther  ▼.  Ramsbotiom,  7  7.  R.  654.         (6)  S  Bin^.  SSS. 
(c)  SB.^a  IBS.  (d)  6A.^S.  469. 

H  h  2  negligence 
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18S9.       negligence  is  irrelevant.     The  cases  cited  on  the  other 

side,  in  which  such  proof  was  held  admissible  under 

<»gtnntt       this  plea«  were  cases  in  which  nesliirence  was  the  irist 
TheBwikof  ^  . 

ExoLAvs.      of  the  action,  and  the  only  inquiry  was,  whether  the 

injury  complained  of  happened  by  the  fault  of  the  de- 
fendant, or  of  the  plaintiff  himself.  Secondly,  The  plea 
denying  the  property.  Now  it  is  certain  that  the^  testa- 
trix was  once  the  owner  of  so  much  stock,  and  it  is  also 
clear  that  she  continued  possessed  of  it  till  her  death, 
unless  there  was  some  valid  transfer.  The  acts  of  par- 
liament creating  stock  have  provided  the  modes  of 
transferring  it  The  transfer  is  to  be  entered  and 
registered ;  the  entry  is  to  be  signed  by  the  party  making 
the  transfer,  or  by  his  attorney  authorised  by  writing 
under  hand  and  seal  and  duly  attested;  the  assignee 
must  underwrite  his  acceptance,  and  ^^no  other  method 
of  assigning  or  transferring  the  said  stock,  and  the  an- 
nuities attending  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  any 
interest  therein,  shall  be  good  or  available  in  law."  (a) 
Neither  mode,  pointed  out  by  the  statutes,  was  in  truth 
adopted.  No  degree  of  negligence  will  dispense  with  the 
requisite  forms.  There  are  indeed  cases  in  which  negli- 
gence or  acquiescence  will  prevent,  or  induce,  the  inter- 
ference of  a  court  of  equity ;  thus  the  mortgagee  who 
permits  his  mortgagor  to  hold  his  deeds  may  in  equity  be 
postponed  to  a  subsequent  incumbrancer ;  but  the  legal 
rights  of  parties,  which  alone  this  court  can  look  at, 
remain  unaltered.  [Patteson  J.  Would  you  contend 
that,  if  the  testatrix  had  gone  alone  to  the  Bank,  and 
herself  demanded  only  the  less  amount,  she  would  not 
have  been  bound  by  it  ?]  The  argument  certainly  goes 
to  that  extent     Her  conduct,  even  if  fraudulent,  would 

(a)  Stat.  18  G.  3.  c.  9.  <.  SI.     The  act  for  conBolidating  the  difieveot 
Btockt,  25  (r.  S.  c  S7.,  was  also  cited. 

have 
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have  been  no  answer  at  law;  or,  if  pleadable  at  all,        18S9. 
should  have  been  pleaded  by  way  of  estoppeL    [Pa/-       "Z 
tesan  J.     Do  you  find    instances    of  such   pleas  of       agama 

.        .-,      ^     -       ,  The  Bank  of 

estoppel  by  matter  fit  pats{a)?2  Such  pleas  are  no  Emglako. 
doubt  rare ;  but  the  pleading  of  a  recovery  in  eject- 
ment in  reply  to  a  traverse  of  the  title  in  a  declar- 
ation for  mesne  profits,  Doe  v.  Huddari  (i),  and  the 
decision  in  Vooght  v.  Winch  {c)j  shew  that  the  estoppel 
must  be  pleaded,  in  order  to  make  it  a  bar.  It  can 
be  no  decisive  defence  upon  this  issue,  unless  gross 
negligence  absolutely  changes  the  property.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  It  was  insisted  upon  as  conclusive  evi- 
dence to  the  jury.]  Except  by  way  of  estoppel,  it 
cannot  be  conclusive.  If  negligence  will  confirm  an  in- 
valid transfer,  what  degree  of  it  will  be  sufficient? 
Will  the  acceptance  of  a  reduced  dividend  on  a  single 
occasion  be  enough  to  make  good  the  forged  authority  ? 
As  a  ratification,  it  is  a  mere  nullity ;  for  the  statute 
requires  a  power  of  attorney  under  seal  to  transfer 
stock ;  and  a  parol  ratification  can  never  be  good,  where 
an  original  authority  cannot  be  given  by  parol.  At  all 
events,  there  was  no  ratification  of  the  last  sale,  for  there 
was  no  subsequent  receipt  of  a  dividend.  Nor  are  the 
plaintiiFs  precluded  by  the  form  of  declaration  from 
recovering  pro  tanto ;  for  the  only  material  allegation  is 
the  possession  of  ^<a  certain  share  or  interest"  in  the  3 
per  cent,  consols,  and  the  actual  amount  is  laid  under  a 
videlicet  [Patteson  J.  Should  not  there  be  a  demand 
of  the  proper  amount  of  stock,  or,  at  least,  of  so  much 

(a)  See  VeaU  t.  Wamer,  1  Wmt,  Sound,  SSS,  325.,  and  note  (4)  to 
the  nme  case,  325  a. 

(6)  2  C  3f.  4f  R.  316.  S.  C.  5  Tyr.  846.  See  also  Doe  v.  Wright, 
post,  decided  in  the  vacation  after  this  term. 

(c)  9B,i  Aid,  662.  And  see  Bounnan  v.  Aoffrtm,  2  itf.  j-  JK.  295, 
note  (6;  to  Bvwman  v.  Tmfkr, 

H  h  S  as 
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18S9.  as  was  due,  generally?]  The  request  alleged  is  to 
p^^it  *Uhe  said  share'*  to  be  transferred,  and  this  re- 
quest is  not  denied.  Indeed  the  request  is  duly  averred 
EMaLAiiii*  ui  both  counts,  and  is  not  travers^  by  any  plea;  so 
that  the  objection  made  to  the  informality  of  the  demand, 
if  it  had  any  weight  in  fact,  is  not  raised  on  the  record. 
Then  it  is  objected  that  the  action  is  misconceived,  and 
should  have  been  for  transferring  without  authority. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  is  not  much  in  that  point. 
If  the  stock  has  not  been  legally  transferred,  it  still 
remains  the  property  of  the  representatives  of  the  testa- 
trix.] As  to  the  argument  tbfit  one  of  the  plaintiffs, 
B.  QdeSi  is  the  person  who  committed  the  fraud;  he 
is  necessarily  joined  in  the  action  as  a  co^-pUintiff,  and 
9ues,  not  for  bis  own  benefit,  but  in  his  representative 
character. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  [After  stating  the  pleadings,  his  Lordship 
proceeded.]  The  facts  proved  on  the  trial  were  very 
remarkable.  Benjamin  Coles^  the  nephew  of  the  testa« 
trix,  and  in  some  sort  her  man  of  business,  one  of  her 
executors  also,  and  of  course  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  was  a 
clerk  in  the  Bonk  of  England^  and  was  in  the  habit  of 
accompanying  the  testatrix  when  she  received  her  divi* 
dends.  She  signed  receipts  both  in  the  dividend  war- 
rants, and  in  the  Bank  books.  He  must  have  paid  her 
the  full  amount  of  dividend  that  would  have  been  due  if 
the  original  amount  of  stock  had  continued  in  her  name ; 
but  he  had  in  fact,  in  the  interval,  taken  another 
woman  to  the  Bank,  who  personated  the  testatrix  from 
time  to  time,  and,  as  often,  forged  the  signature  of  the 

testatrix 
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testatrix  to  several  transfers  of  the  stock,  till  at  last  a       1 839. 
very  small  sum  was  left.    The  action  was  founded  on       — 

CoLKS 

the  18  G.  2.  c.  9*,  creating  the  stock,  and  especially  on  againti 
the  thirty-first  section»  which  enacts  that  th^  stock  shall  ERGLAirB. 
be  transferred  by  the  party's  signature  as  there  pre^ 
scribed,  and  in  no  other  manner  whatsoever ;  and  i«- 
liance  was  placed  on  Davis  v.  The  Bank  of  England  (a)^ 
where  the  Common  Pleas,  acting  on  that  principle^  al^ 
lowed  the  plaintiff,  a  stockholder,  to  recover  the  amount 
of  his  stock  against  the  Bank,  though  there  was  some 
kind  of  evidence  of  an  adoption  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
forgery,  by  which  the  defendants  had  been  induced  to 
place  several  purchasers  on  their  books  in  lieu  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  holders  of  the  s^me  stock.  That  case  was 
reversed  in  error  on  the  form  of  two  of  the  counts. 
The  Bank  of  England  v.  Davis  {b) ;  but  the  general 
doctrine  does  not  appear  to  have  been  impeached :  in« 
deed,  it  is  hardly  more  than  the  language  of  the  act  of 
parliament,  though  exceptions  to  it  may  arise  out  of 
particular  circumstances.  It  might  be  added  that  the 
statutory  provbion  in  no  wise  differs  from  the  common 
law  liability  of  the  banker  to  pay  the  money  which  he 
keeps  for  his  customer,  when  some  stranger,  by  a  for* 
gery,  has  abstracted  the  amount  from  his  possession. 

The  defence  was  mainly  upon  the  general  issue,  and 
was  said  to  be  made  out  by  the  facts  already  recited* 

The  argument  was,  that  the  testatrix  had,  by  gross 
negligence,  brought  about,  or  at  least  greatly  contributed 
to  produce,  the  loss  which  has  accrued;  so  that  her 
representatives  are  precluded  from  complaining  of  the 
Bank  in  respect  to  iL  The  proof  of  this  was  said  to 
result  from  the  facts  found  by  the  jury  on  questions 

(a)  2  Bing.  393.  (*)  5  B.  ^  C.  185. 

H  h  4  which 
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1889*  whicb  I  submitted  to  them,  namely,  that  the  testatrix, 
"71  ■  though  she  was  herself  defrauded,  and  did  not  know  of 
agcufut        the  diminution  of  her  stock,  yet  had  the  means  of  know- 

TheBankof     .        .  ,  .,         .  ,.  ... 

EnoLAXD.  mg  It,  and  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  receiving 
the  dividends  on  the  reduced  sums  without  objection ; 
and  that  the  Bank  was  not  guilty  of  any  negligence  in 
making  the  transfers  and  paying  the  dividends.  In  these 
'  particulars,  the  case  bears  a  strong  resemblance  to  Hume 
v.  BoUand{a\  as  reported  in  Ryan^Moody^  which  was 
not  mentioned  in  the  argument  here,  where  bankers 
had,  in  their  books,  credited  their  employers  with  divi- 
dends as  received,  and  were  held  to  be  bound  by  their 
own  entries,  though  the  money  had  never  been  received 
by  the  house,  but  had  been  fraudulently  obtained  by 
one  of  the  partners,  and  kept  for  his  own  use ;  Best  C.  J. 
asking  the  jury  whether  the  plaintiffs  had  acted 
negligently,  which  the  verdict  negatived ;  whether  the 
bankers  had  not  acted  with  gross  negligence,  which  the 
verdict  affirmed. 

The  case  of  Hume  v.  BoUand  (a),  which  was  an  issue 
directed  by  the  Chancellor,  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  satisfactorily  decided  at  Nisi  Prius ;  for  the  facts 
found  on  the  trial  were  afterwards  stated  in  a  case  laid 
before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  (Hume  v.  Bolland  {b)  }, 
which  held  that  the  amount  of  the  monies  so  credited 
could  not  be  proved  by  the  trustees  as  a  debt  against  the 
banker's  estate.  But  this  was  on  the  ground  that  the 
bankers  had  never  received  the  money  at  all,  and  that 
the  trustees  might  still  recover  the  dividends  against  the 
Bank,  who  had  parted  with  them  without  any  authority. 
The  question  of  negligence  did  not  there  appear  necessary 

(o)  %.  i  M,  371.  [b)  1  C,  4  M.  130.     S  G  2  Tyrwh.  515. 

for 
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for  the  decision;  but  the  doctrine  that  parties,  guilty  of       1839. 
negh'gence  which  alters  the  rights  of  others,  may  be 

COLIII 

bound  by  it,  was  fully  recognised. .    It  was  not  sufficient        iigmnti 

^,  ,  ^    ,  TbeBankof 

to  convert  a  false  entry  by  one  partner  into  proof  that      Ekolamd. 
the  money  was  received  by  all ;  yet  it  would,  consistently 
with  that  case,  protect  a  party  sued  for   a  wrongful 
refusal  to  do   that  which   it  had   disabled  him  from 
doing. 

Precisely  the  same  doctrine  was  laid  down  by  the 
same  learned  Chief  Justice  and  the  whole  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  in  Davis  v.  Tke  Bank  of  England  (a),  to 
which  the  plaintiff^  have  recourse  on  this  occasion:  ^*  We 
agree"  *^  that  if  it  had  appeared  that  the  Bank  had  paid 
these  dividends  to  persons  to  whom  (if  the  plaintiff  had 
informed  them  of  the  forgeries  as  be  ought  to  have 
done)"  ^^  they  could  have  refused  to  pay  them,  he  cannot 
recover  such  dividends  in  this  action."  ^^  But  we  say 
that  it  does  not  appear  on  this  case"  that  they  have  so 
paid  them :  ^^  no  evidence  of  any  such  payment  ap- 
pears." If,  then,  it  had  appeared  that,  through  the 
default  of  Davis,  the  Bank  had  paid  away  his  dividends, 
he  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  recover.  Now,  in  this 
case,  the  jury  have,  in  effect,  found  that  the  testatrix's 
gross  negligence  led  the  Bank  to  believe  those  transfers 
duly  made,  of  which  her  executors  now  complain. 

The  facts,  then,  which  have  been  found  by  the  jury 
in  this  case,  entitle  the  defendants  to  a  verdict  on  the 
plea  of  Not  guilty.  They  also  furnish  evidence  on  the 
second  and  third  pleas,  in  which  it  is  alleged  that  the 
testatrix  was  not  a  proprietor  of  the  stock ;  for  we  are  of 
opinion  that,  notwithstanding  the  strong  words  of  stat. 
18  G.  2.  c.  9.,  a  stockholder  may  so  conduct  himself  as 

^     (a)  2  Bing.  393,409. 

to 
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1839*        to  be  precladed  from  claiming  in  that  cbarflcter.     For 

example,  the  transfer  is  only  to  be  made  by  underwriting 

agauui        by  the  parties,  or,  in  their  absence,  by  lawful  attorneys 

The  Bank  of  .        «      .  i  .     i.  t.  .  -r»  i 

Ehqlano.  appomted  with  certam  formalities.  But  suppose  the  pro- 
prietor, being  present,  had  not  underwritten  the  transfer, 
but  had  connived  at  the  underwriting  of  his  name  by 
another;  or,  being  absent,  had  expressly  requested 
another  to  go  and  sign  hjs  name,  the  act  would  not  have 
been  complied  with,  yet  the  property  would  have  passed 
from  the  stockholder.  In  such  a  case,  indeed,  fraud 
would  have  been  an,  ingredient,  but  we  apprehend  that 
any  culpable  conduct,  by  which  the  relation  of  the  par* 
ties  to  the  property  is  completely  altered,  will  have  the 
same  effect  The  verdict  must  be  the  same  on  the  last 
plea  also,  of  which  the  meaning  is,  that  the  defendants 
have  been  induced,  by  the  conduct  of  the  testatrix,  to 
become  responsible  to  others  for  that  fund  which  they 
had  possessed  for  her  use,  and  to  part  with  the  money 
which  they  had  received  from  government  to  pay  her 
dividends. 

Leave  waa  reserved  at  the  trial  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintifls  not  only  on  those  general  points,  but 
also  on  the  refusal  to  transfer  the  sum  of  1152.,  the 
last  remnant  that  the  testatrix  had  left  standing  in  her 
name.  But,  on  looking  at  the  admissions,  we  do  not 
find  that  any  specific  demand  to  this  effect  was  made ; 
so  that  there  could  be  no  wrongful  refusal  to  comply 
with  it. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1839. 


Greei^  against  Cresswell.  ^f^, 

ASSUMPSIT.    The  first  count  of  the  declaration  irpWntiff 
become  bail  for 

Stated  that,  on  2d  February  1836,  a  capias,  directed  a  stranger,  in 

consideration 

to  the  sheriflPof  Warwickshire^  issued  from  the  Court  of  of  defendant's 
Exchequer  against  one  Joseph  Hadley^  at  the  suit  of  one  defendant  pro- 
John  Beca/y  which  was  indorsed  for  bail  for  $5/.,  and  de^ffy^pi^n- 
was  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  who,  on  the  day  and  year  ^JISHUUI^ 
aforesaid,  arrested  Hadley;  that  afterwards,  towit  9th  n»*ctionUes 

.    *^  upon  such  pro« 

February  1836,  in  consideration  that  plaintiff,  at  the  tniae  unless  it 

be  in  writing, 

request  of  defendant,  would  become  bail  and  surety  for  under  sut. 

S9  C*  9  c«  S* 

Hadley^  and  would,  as  such  bi^il  and  surety,  seal,  and  as  «.  4. 
his  act  and  deed  deliver  to  the  said  sherifl^  a  bail  bond, 
conditioned  for  putting  in  special  bail  by  Hadloft  de- 
fendant then  promised  plmntiffthat  he,  defendant,  would 
save  harmless  and  indemnify  plaintiff  from  all  payments, 
damages,  costs,  and  expenses  which  he,  plaintiff,  should 
or  might  incur,  bear,  pay,  sustain,  or  be  put  unto  by 
reason  or  by  means  of  so  becoming  bail  and  surety ) 
that  plaintiff,  confiding  &c,  did  afterwards,  towit  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  request  &c.,  seal 
and  deliver  the  bail  bond^  but  that  Hadley  diU  not  put 
in  special  bail,  whereby  the  bon<l  became  forfeited; 
that  afterwards,  towit  15th  Febfiiaty  ISS69  the  sheriff 
assigned  the  bail  bond  to  Beay^  who  thereupon  after- 
wards, towit  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  sued 
the  present  plaintiff  on  the  bond  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, and  recovered  judgment  for  75L  6s.  damages 
and   costs;  and  afterwards,  towit  11th  August  1836, 

sued 


Cruswell. 
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18S9.  sued  out  execution  by  fieri  facias  against  the  now 
plaintiff,  who  was  thereby  compelled  to  pay  98/*  6s. :  of 
against  all  which  defendant  had  notice.  Breach,  that  defend- 
ant  had  not  indemnified  plaintiff,  nor  repaid  him  any  of 
the  98/.  65.,  nor  divers  other  sums  expended  for  costs, 
&c.,  towit  50/.  &c 

Second  count  on  an  account  stated. 

Pleas.  —  1.  Non  assumpsit.     Issue  thereon. 

2.  To  first  count,  actionem  non;  because  the  pro- 
mise in  the  first  count  mentioned  was  a  special  promise 
to  answer  for  the  debt  and  default  of  another  person,  in 
manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  first  count  is  stated  and 
set  forth ;  and  that  no  agreement  in  respect  of  or  relating 
to  the  promise  and  supposed  cause  of  action  in  the  said 
first  count  mentioned,  or  any  memorandum  or  note 
thereof,  wherein  the  consideration  for  the  said  special 
promise  was  stated  or  shewn,  was  in  writing,  and  signed 
by  the  defendant,  or  by  any  person  thereunto  by  him 
lawfully  authorised,  according  to  the  statute  &c.  Re- 
plication, that  the  said  promise  was  not  a  special  pro- 
mise to  answer  for  the  debt  or  default  of  another  person 
in  manner  and  form  &c.     Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial,  before  Fork  J.,  at  the  Warwickshire 
Summer  assizes,  1837,  evidence  was  given  of  the  pro- 
mise, as  stated  in  the  declaration ;  but  no  evidence  was 
given  of  any  writing.  The  learned  Judge  was  of 
opinion  that  the  case  was  not  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds ;  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
replication  to  the  second  plea.  In  Michaelmas  term, 
1837)  Goulbum  Seijeant  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial, 
or  arrest  of  judgment. 

Balgiy 
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Balguy  now  shewed  cause  (a).  This  is  not  a  case  1839. 
within  sect  4  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  stat.  29  C  2.  c.  8. 
The  defendant  is  not  charged  "  upon  any  special  pro- 
mise, to  answer  for  the  debt,  default  or  miscarriages  of 
another  person."  When  the  promise  was  made,  no 
debt  was  due  from  HadUy  to  this  plaintiff,  nor  had 
Hadley  committed  any  default  or  miscarriage.  Nor  is 
this  action  brought  in  consequence  of  any  failure,  on 
HaHaf^  part,  to  perform  any  thing  which  he  was  legally 
liable  to  perform.  The  contract  of  the  defendant 
created  an  original  Ifability  on  his  owd  part :  before  the 
promise,  no  one  was  liable  legally  to  do  that  which  the 
defendant  is  now  sued  for  not  doing.  The  contract, 
therefore,  which  is  now  sued  on,  is  altogether  one  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant.  In  Thomas  v. 
Co6k{l))  the  plaintiff,  at  defendant's  request,  entered 
into  a  bond  jointly  with  him  to  indemnify  a  third  party ; 
in  consideration  of  which  the  defendant  promised  to 
save  the  plaindff  harmless  from  loss  by  means  of  the 
bond :  and  it  was  held  that  an  action  might  be  brought 
upon  this  contract,  thopgh  it  was  not  in  writing  ; 
BayUtf  J.  saying,  ''a  promise  to  indemnify  does  not,  as 
it  appears  to  me,  fall  within  either  the  words  or  the 
policy  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds."  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
referred  to  Thomas  v.  Williams  (c).'] 

Goulbum  Seijt.  and  Mellor,  contra.  It  makes  no 
difference  whether  the  liability  was  incurred,  or  default 
committed,  by  Hadley  before  or  after  the  promise  of  the 
defendant ;  Jmes  v.  Cooper  {d),  Anderson  v.  Haj/man  (^ ), 
Matson  v.    Wharam(g).     The  cases  are  collected  in 

(a)  Beforo  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtkdale,  PtiiUmm,  «><1  HHUamJ*. 
(6)  8  B.  4*  C.  728.  (c)  10  B.  fr  C.  664. 

id)  I  Cowp.  SS7.  (0  1  H,  ]^L  ISa 

Cff)  «  r.  R.  80. 

note 
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1839.        note  (2)  to  Forth  v.  Canton  (a),  beginning  with  Bead 

^  V.    Nash  lb) ;   and   there  the  doctrine  in   Matson  y. 

againd        Wharam  ic)  is  recognised ;  and  in  note  [t]  it  is  pointed 
Caxmwki.l* 

out  that  Kirkham  v.  Marter  {d)  overruled  Read  v. 

Nash  (&)i  where  it  had  been  held  that  a  promise  to 
pay  a  party  money,  if  he  would  withdraw  the  record 
in  an  action  of  assault  and  battery  against  a  third 
person,  was  an  original  promise,  and  therefore  not 
within  the  statute,  because  it  did  not,  at  the  time  of 
the  promise,  appear  that  the  third  party  was  liable: 
and  it  is  shewn  that  a  promise  is  not  taken  out  of 
the  statute  by  being  founded  on  a  new  consideration, 
because  such  a  rule  would,  in  effect,  do  away  with 
the  statute.  The  promise  is  to  be  looked  to,  not  the 
consideration.  The  question,  as  there  pointed  out,  is, 
whether  the  party,  for  whose  debt,  default,  or  mis- 
carriage it  is  said  that  the  defendant  has  promised  to  be 
answerable,  be  liable  after  the  promise.  Where  the 
original  liability  is  released,  or  the  existmg  remedy 
abandoned,  the  case  is  not  within  the  statute,  because 
there  is  nOw  no  answering  for  the  default  of  the  third 
party ;  and  this  explains  Williams  ▼•  Leaper  (e),  Castling 
▼•  Aubert  (g),  Edwards  y.  Kelly  (A),  Goodman  v.  Chase  (i). 
Barren  y.  Trussell{k\  and  Harris  v.  Huntbach{J).  And 
so  these  cases  appear  to  be  understood  in  Thomas  v. 
Williams  (m).  Now,  here,  Hadley  was  liable  to-  the  last 
to  protect  the  plaintiff  from  the  consequences  of  be- 
coming bail ;  Fisher  v.  Fallows  (n).     In  Toussaint  v.  Mar^ 

(a)  1  ITifu.  Sound.  211.  a.  (6)   1  WU$,  S05. 

(c)  s  r.  i7.  sa  (d)  s  P.  4^  aul,  eis. 

(e)  a  Witt.  SOS.     S,  C.3  Bur.  1886.        (g)  S  Eatt,  925. 

(A)  6  H.  t*  &  204.  (t)  IB.  i  Aid.  297. 

(k)  4  Taun.  117. 

(0  1  Bur.  378.,  and  2  Set.  N.  P.  855.  (9tli  ed.). 

(m)  10  B.  i  C.  664.  (n)  5  Esp*  171. 

tinnant 
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iinnant{a)   Ashurst  J.  said,  **  There  is  no  doubt  but        1839. 

that  wherever  a  person  gives  a  security,   by  way  of       

indemnity  for  another,  and  pays  the  money,  the  law  againa 
raises  an  assumpsit"  The  principle  upon  which  the 
original  liability  rests  is  exemplified  in  Exall  v.  Part- 
ridge (&),  Adamson  v.  Jarois  {c)  (recognised  by  Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  in  Betts  v.  Gibbins  {d) ),  and  the  language 
of  the  Court  in  Woheridge  v.  Steward  {e).  In  Thomas 
V.  Cook  {g)  the  defendant  was  himself  liable  upon  the 
bond,  independently  of  the  promise  upon  which  he  was 
sued.  [^Patteson  J.  It  may  be  said  that  the  de&ult  there 
was  the  default  of  the  plaintiff  himself  in  part]  The 
dictum  of  Ben/ley  J.  in  that  case  cannot  be  supported ; 
and  Windcworth  v.  MiUs  {h)  is  the  other  way.  Bucknyr 
y.  Damall  {i)  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the  defendant :  the 
Court  there  treated  the  question  as  turning  upon  the 
doubt,  whether  or  not  the  third  party  was  liable ;  and, 
having  determined  that  he  was  so  liable,  they  considered 
the  defendant's  promise  to  be  collateral,  and  within  the 
statute.  Jones  v.  Cooper  (A),  Fish  v.  Hutchinson  (/),  and 
King  V.  WUson  (m),  confirm  this  view. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Dekman  C.  J.  afterwards,  in  this  term  {June 
lUh),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  After 
stating  the  facts,  his  Lordship  proceeded  as  follows. 

A  motion  has  been  made  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the 

(a)  2T,R.  104.  (b)  8  T.R.  308. 

(c)  4  Bing.  66.  (rf)  S  ^.  #  -B.  75.       -^ 

(e)  1  C  4*  if.  660.  S.  C,  S  Tt/rwh,  653.  Revening  Uie  Judgment  of 
C.  P.  in  Steward  ▼.  Wobferidgef  9  Sing.  61. 

fe)  8  A  fr  C.  728.  (A)  S  Etp,  484. 

(0  S  LtL  Rf^m.  1085.  (it)  1  Cowp,  S27. 

(0  2  rOi.  94.  (m)  2  Sir.  873. 

promise 
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18S9.        promise  appearing  by  the  plea  not  to  have  been  in 


Grskn 


writing,  and  the  replication  only  averring  in  answer 

agahat       that  it  was  not  a  special  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt 
Ceisswbll. 

or  default  of  another. 

The  promise  in  e£Pect  is,  ^^  If  you  will  become  bail 
for  Hadley^  and  Hadley^  hy  not  paying  or  appearing, 
forfeits  his  bail  bond,  I  will  save  you  harmless  from  all 
the  consequences  of  your  becoming  bail.  If  Hadley 
fails  to  do  what  is  right  towards  you,  I  will  do  it  instead 
of  him." 

If  there  had  been  no  decisions  on  the  subject,  it 
would  appear  impossible  to  make  a  reasonable  doubt 
that  this  is  answering  for  the  default  of  another.  The 
case  most  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  is  that  of  Thomas  v. 
Cook  (a),  where  this  Court  held  that  a  promise  of  B.  to 
hold  A.  harmless  against  the  consequences  of  his  enter- 
ing with  jB.  and  C,  at  B!%  request,  into  a  joint  bond  to 
indemnify  D.  against  debts  due  from  C.  and  D.  was 
binding,  though  not  in  writing;  BayleyJ,  and  Parke 3.^ 
the  only  Judges  present,  saying  that  a  promise  to  in- 
demnify does  not  fall  within  the  words  or  policy  of  the 
statute.  But  the  reasoning  in  this  case  does  not  ap- 
pear to  us  satisfactory  in  support  of  the  doctrine  there 
laid  down ;  which,  taken  in  its  full  extent,  would  repeal 
the  statute-  For  every  promise  to  become  answerable 
for  the  debt  or  default  of  another  may  be  shaped  as  an 
indemnity ;  but,  even  in  that  shape,  we  cannot  see  why 
it  may  not  be  within  the  words  of  the  statute.  Within 
the  mischief  of  the  statute  it  most  certainly  falls. 

Adams  v.  Dansey  {b)  does  not  bear  out  the  general 
doctrine.     That  was  a  promise  by  one  parishioner  to 

(a)  8  ».  41-  a  728.  (6)  6  Bing.  506. 

indemnify 
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indemnify  another  against  the  consequences  of  resisting  1889* 
a  claim  of  tithe.  This  is  not  becoming  responsible  for  — - 
debt  or  default  of  any  other,  but  merely  promising  to        agaimt 

CllBSSWJILL* 

pay  what  the  promisee  may  lose  by  defending  the  pro- 
misor's interests  in  a  suit 

In  some  of  the  cases  the  language  employed  seems  to 
assume  that  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  must  have 
been  incurred  at  the  time  of  making  the  promise.  But 
the  common  case  of  becoming  responsible  for  goods 
supplied  to  another  on  the  faith  of  that  promise,  and  of 
course  after  it,  shews  that  criterion  to  be  inadmissible. 

A  distinction  was  also  hinted  at,  from  the  circum- 
stance of  Hadla/s  debt  being  due  to  a  third  person,  and 
the  default  therefore  incurred  towards  him,  not  towards 
the  bail.  But  here  again  is  the  surmise  of  an  intention 
in  the  legislature  which  none  of  its  language  bears  out; 
and,  besides,  may  it  not  be  said  that  the  arrested  debtor, 
who  obtains'  his  freedom  by  being  bailed,  undertakes  to 
bis  bail  to  keep  them  harmless^  by  paying  the  debt,  or 
surrendering  ? 

There  does  not  appear  any  objection  to  the  test  laid 
down  in  the  note  to  1  Williamsfs  Saunders^  211  c.  (a)  ; 
and  it  is  decisive  in  favour  of  the  objection.  The  original 
party  remained  liable;  and  the  defendant  incurred  no 
liability  except  from  his  promise. 

Rule  absolute  for  arresting  the  judgment. 

(a)  Note  (S)  to  Forth  t.  SUmUm, 


Vol.  X.  I  i 
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1839. 


Tuetday,  Cresswell  agaitist  Wood. 

June  4th,  ° 

Plaintiffhaving    A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  28/.,  drawn 

promised  to  in-    jljL 

demnify  G,  by  plaintiff  on^  and  accepted  by,  defendant,  and  for 

against  the  oon-    . 

sequences  of  a  interest,  and  on  an  account  stated. 

which  a  bad  Pleas.  —  1.  To  first  count,  that  defendant  did  not 

phlfntiff*.  w-  accept     Issue  thereon. 

beb^'fOTced^to  ^'  '^^   ^^^^  count,   that  tlie   bill   of  exchange  was 

make  a  pay-  accepted  bv  the  defendant  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff, 

ment  in  con-  *  .r  &  ■ 

sequence,  it  was  and  merely  for  the  accommodation  of  the  plaintiff;  and 

agreed  between 

plaintiff  and       that  there  never  was  any  other  consideration  whatever 

defendant  that      -,,«.,,  .  .  i    t  .n  .1 

plaintiff  should  for  the  defendants  so  acceptuig  the  said  bill  as  m  the 
money  by  dis-  declaration  mentioned,  or  for  the  defendant's  paying  the 
drawn'by*  ^*     amount  thereof,  or  any  part  thereof.     Replication,  de 

plaintiffand        injuria, 
accepted  by         .    *' 

defendant  3.  To   sccond    and    third    counts,    Non   assumpsit. 

Plaintiff  ^ 

sued  defendant    IsSUe  thereou. 

and  defendant  On  the  trial  before  Park  J.,  at  the  Warwickshire 
was  accepted'  Spring  assizes,  1838,  it  appeared,  by  evidence  on  the 
^comm"^^'  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that,  in  March  1836,  a  person 
***H"ld  that  a  '^^"^^^  GrccHf  who  was  son  in  law  of  the  defendant, 
jury  nraight  find  applied  to  the  .plaintiff,  who  was  an  attorney,  to  set 
on  this  issue,      aside  a  judgment  obtained  against  him.  Green,  on  a 

although  plain- 
tiff was  not        bail  bond  given  by  him  in  a  suit  of  Meay  v.  Hadley : 

promise  to  that  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  stay  of  proceedings,  on  pay- 
n"o1*b^?ng  in'  "™®"^  °^  ^^^^  ^y  Green,  amounting  to  28/. :  that  after- 
wnting.  wards  the  plaintiff's  London  agent  wrote  to  the  plaintiff, 

informing  him  that,  unless  the  28/.  was  forthwith  sent  to 
London,  execution  would  issue  against  Green ;  that  in- 
formation of  this  was  immediately  given  by  the  plaintiff 

to 
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to  the  defendant,  Greenes  father  in  law,  and  that  it  was        1839. 
agreed  between  them  that  the  plaintiiF  should  obtain  " 

the  money  by  discounting  a  bill  which  the  defendant  agnmt 
should  accept ;  that  this  was  done ;  and  that  the  present 
action  was  brought  on  the  bill  so  accepted.  The 
plaintiff  also  gave  evidence  of  conduct  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  which,  as  contended,  shewed  a  recognition 
of  his  liability  upon  the  bill.  The  defendant  gave  evi- 
dence to  shew  that  Greai  had  become  bail  for  Hadley 
at  plaintiff's  request,  and  upon  his  promise  to  indemnify 
Green;  so  that  the  28/.  was  really  advanced  upon 
plaintiff's  own  account  Green  was  called  as  a  witness 
for  the  defendant,  and,  upon  cross  examination,  admitted 
that  he  had,  upon  the  proceedings  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment on  the  bail  bond,  made  an  affidavit  which  con- 
tained statements  at  variance  with  his  present  testimony, 
but  of  the  contents  of  which  he  said  that  he  was  not 
fully  cognisant  at  the  time  that  he  made  it.  For  the 
plaintiff  it  was  contended  that,  even  upon  the  facts  set 
up  by  the  defendant,  the  bill  could  not  be  drawn  for 
the  plaintiff's  accommodation,  since  the  promise  to  in- 
demnify was  not  binding,  as  it  did  not  appear  to  have 
been  made  in  writing  {a).  The  learned  Judge  told  the 
jury  that,  if  they  thought  the  plaintiff  had  indemnified 
Green^  they  might  find  that  the  bill  was  drawn  for  the 
plaintiff's  accommodation.  Verdict  for  defendant  on 
the  second  plea,  and  on  the  pleas  to  the  second  and  third 
counts.  In  Easter  term,  1838,  Goulbwm  Serjt  obtained 
a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection, 

(a)  Reay  baTing  afterwards  recovered  judgment  against  Grten^  Green 
sued  the  present  plaintiff*  on  his  promise  to  indemnify ;  and  this  Court 
held  that,  as  the  promise  was  not  in  writing,  the  action  could  not  be 
maintained :   Green  ▼.  CremoeUj  antd,  p.  453. 

I i  2  and 
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18S9.       and  upon  the  evidence ;  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  rule 
^"*~*       should  come  on  for  arirument  with  that  in  Green  v. 

CUtSWXLI.  " 

%gamH       Cressnoell  (a),  then  standing  in  the  new  trial  paper. 

Bdlgiy  now  shewed  cause  (b)^  and  Gaulbum  Seijt* 
and  MeUar  were  heard  in  support  of  the  rule.  The 
nature  of  the  arguments  will  appear  from  the  judgment. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  afterwards,  in  this  term  (June 
4th),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  After 
stating  the  pleadings,  his  Lordship  proceeded  as  fol- 
lows. 

The  evidence  was  direct  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff 
had  persuaded  Green,  the  defendant's  son  in  law,  to 
become  bail  for  one  BadLey,  on  a  promise  to  indemnify 
bim  against  all  consequences;  and  that  the  bill  was 
drawn  in  order  to  enable  Cresswell  to  meet  the  demand 
when  tnade.  The  plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  said 
that  he  was  not  liable  on  his  promise,  because  it  was 
void  for  want  of  writing ;  but  this  is  an  inconclusive 
argument.  He  was  bound,  in  honour  and  conscience, 
to  keep  his  promise,  whether  written  or  unwritten,  and 
might  not  be  aware,  when  this  bill  was  given,  of  the 
advantage  off^ed  to  him  by  the  statute.  The  bill  might 
have  been  accepted  for  his  accommodation,  that  is,  at 
his  request,  without  any  consideration,  for  the  purpose 
of  meeting  a  claim  which  might  not  be  capable  of  en- 
forcement at  law. 

The  plaintiff  also  proved  many  things  said  and  done 
by  defendant,  which  shewed  that  he  thought  himself 

(a)  Antd,  p.  453. 

(6)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Liftkdale,  AiM^ton,  tad  WUBams  Js. 

liable 


Wood. 
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liable  to  pay  this  acceptance;  but  this  argument  is  open        1839. 
to  a  similar  answer.     He  might  not  be  aware  of  the       — — 

^  CaisswelL 

defence  afforded  against  an  action  brought  od  his  own        againsi 
acceptance,  by  its  having  been  given  for  the  drawer's 
accommodation. 

The  learned  Judge  appears  to  have  taken  up  the 
cause  strongly  in  behalf  of  the  defendant^  at  which  we 
cannot  wonder,  when  we  consider  what  the  transaction . 
was.  Green  was  called  as  a  witness  by  the  defend- 
ant; and  the  plaintiff  contradicted  him  by  his  own 
affidavit.  He  swore  that  he  was  not  aware  of  wliat  he 
was  required  to  swear;  and  the  affidavit  was  drawn  up  by 
Cresswell,  though  sworn  to  by  Green.  The  Judge  said 
that  the  affidavit  made  no  difference  in  the  case;  nor 
did  it,  if  that  fact  was  true.  He  exposed  himself  to 
just  censure,  if  he  deposed  upon  oath  to  any  thing  he 
did  not  fully  understand ;  but  the  jury  were  to  consider 
of  the  explanation ;  and  they  must  have  been  satisfied 
with  it. 

On  the  whole,  we  do  not  think  this  verdict  ought  to 
be  disturbed. 

Rule,  discharged. 


li  S 
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l8Sg. 


June  4th. 


Where  a  pe- 
titioning cre- 
ditor, having 
aacertained  that 
an  agent  in 
his  senrice 
could  prove  an 
act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, tent 
him  for  that 
purpose  to  be 
examined  on 
the  opening  of 
the  fiat;  Held, 
that  the  depo- 
sition, then 
made,  was  evi- 
dence of  the  act 
of  bankruptcy 
as  against  such 
creditor,  in  an 
action  against 
him  by  the 
assignees,  in 
whioh  the  act 
of  bankruptcy 
was  put  in 
issue. 


Gardner  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Strutton, 
a  Bankrupt,  against  Moult  and  Three 
Others,  Public  registered  Officers  of  the 
Northern  and  Central  Bank  of  England. 

A  SSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received  for  the 
use  of  plaintifis,  as  assignees  of  Strutton.     Account 
stated. 

Pleas.  1«  That  Strutton  did  not  commit  any  act  of 
bankruptcy  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  in  bankruptcy 
against  him.  2.  Non  assumpsit.  3.  That,  before  the 
issuing  of  the  fiat,  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  first 
count  was  bona  fide,  and  not  by  way  of  fraudulent 
preference,  paid  by  Strutton  to  the  copartnership  on 
account  of  a  larger  sum  in  which  he  was  then  indebted 
to  the  copartnership  for  money  lent  to,  and  paid,  laid 
out  and  expended,  by  the  copartnership  for,  him  at  his 
request,  &c. ;  and  that  the  copartnership  had  not,  be- 
fore or  at  the  time  of  such  payment,  notice  of  any 
act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  Strutton.  Verification. 
4.  That  the  payments  were  made  to  the  bank  on  a  cur- 
rent banking  account  between  Strutton  and  the  Bank ; 
that  advances  had  since  been  made  to  him  by  the  Bank 
on  the  credit  of  such  payments ;  and  that,  at  the  times 
when  such  payments  were  made  by  Strutton^  and  the 
advances  were  made  to  him  by  the  bank,  the  copart- 
nership had  no  notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy.  Veri- 
fication. 5.  Plea  of  mutual  credit,  with  a  similar  aver- 
ment of  no  notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Replication  to  1st  plea,  that  Strutton  did  commit  an  act 

of 


Moult. 
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of  bankruptcy  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat.    To  the  Sd,        1839. 
4th,  and  5th  pleas,  that  the  copartnership  had,  before 

*  ^  *  Gardhie 

and  at  the  respective  times  of  payment  &c.,  notice  of  an        against 
act   of  bankruptcy.      Defendants  gave   notice,  before 
trial,  of  their  intention  to  dispute  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
or  that  Strutton  bad  committed  any  before  or  at  the 
time  of  issuing  the  fiat 

At  the  trial,  before  CoUman  J.,  at  the  Liverpool 
Summer  assizes,  1837,  the  only  evidence  of  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  ofiered  by  the  plaintiffs  was  a  deposition 
made  by  one  D,  Hay^  the  manager  of  a  branch  establish- 
ment of  the  same  banking  copartnership  at  Chestern 
The  directors  of  the  bank  had  struck  a  docket  against 
Strutiorif  upon  which  the  fiat  issued;  and  their  solicitor, 
upon  discovering  that  Hay  was  able  to  prove  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  sent  him  to  Manchester,  where  a  fiat  was 
opened  upon  a  deposition  made  by  him,  shewing  that 
Strutton  had  absented  and  secreted  himself  with  intent 
to  defeat  his  creditors  on  certain  occasions,  and  at  cer- 
tain tiroes,  therein  specified.  Hay  was  not  a  share- 
holder; nor  had  he  any  connection  with  the  bank  but 
as  manager. 

The  evidence  was  objected  to  as  inadmissible,  espe- 
cially as  issue  was  joined  on  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
and  a  notice  was  given  to  dispute  it.  The  learned 
Judge  admitted  it.     Verdict  for  plaintiffs. 

In  the  following  Michaelmas  term  Sir  F.  Pollock 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  for  a  new 
trial. 

Cressns)€ll  and  Alexander  now    shewed   cause.      An 

affidavit  used  by  a  party  is  always  admissible  against 

I  i  4  him. 
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1889*       him.    This  is  an  affidavit  by  an  officer  of  the  com- 

pany,  made  by  their  direction,  in  support  of  their  own 

agaimi       proceeding,  and  used  by  their  solicitor.  '  It  is  therefore 
Moult. 

eyidence  against  the  defendants  as  much  as  if  it  had 

been  a  statement  by  the  defendants  themselves  :  BrickeU 
V.  Htdse'{a)n  Besides,  the  bank  directors,  having  them- 
selves struck  the  docket  and  obtained  the  fiat,  are  not 
in  a  condition  to  dispute  the  bankruptcy*  Thus,  the 
petitioning  creditor  cannot  shew  that  the  debt  was 
insufficient  to  support  the  commission  ;  Hcwmar  v. 
Davis  (b)  :  or  dispute  the  bankruptcy;  Ledbetter  v. 
SaU  (c).  So  admissions  by  a  defendant  of  the  plaintiffs' 
character  will  dispense  with  strict  proof  of  their  title  as 
assignees,  even  where  their  title  is  distinctly  put  in  issue, 
and  there  is  a  notice  of  an  intention  to  dispute  it ;  Inglis 
v«  Spence  (d).  Where  trespass  was  brought  by  a  bank- 
rupt to  try  the  validity  of  the  commission,  evidence  of 
his  having  applied  to  this  Court  to  be  discharged  from 
custody  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  bankrupt  and 
that  the  defendant,  at  whose  suit  he  was  in  custody,  had 
proved  his  debt,  was  held  conclusive  against  the  plain- 
tiff: Watson  V.  Wace  {e)*  Hay  was  not  a  mere  witness 
for  the  bank,  but  was  identified  with  them  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  affidavit  and  fiat. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  fVighlmafij  and  CowltTig^  contra.  The 
doctrine,  that  they  who  take  out  a  fiat  shall  not  deny 
the  bankruptcy,  is  not  disputed.  The  question  here 
was,  not  merely  whether  Sirutton  was  a  bankrupt,  but 

(a)  1  A^^E,  454.  (6)  7  TautU.  577. 

(c)  4  Bing.  633.  (d)  \  C.  M.  ^  X.  432.     S.  C.  5  TyrvA.  8. 

(O  5-B.  *  C.  153. 

whether 


Moult. 
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whether  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed  by        18S9. 
him  at  a  certain  time.     The  date  was  material,  because 

Gaadmeil 

the  payments  sought  to  be  recovered  were  alleged  to  againsi 
have  been  made  after  notice  of  the  bankruptcy.  There 
is  no  rule  of  evidence  that  a  party  shall  be  affected  by  an 
affidavit  made  on  his  b€;half»  It  might  as  well  be  con- 
tended that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  at  Nisi  Prius  is 
admissible  evidence,  on  any  future  occasion,  against  the 
party  who  called  him. 

In  Chambers  v.  Bemasconi  (a),  where  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  was  in  issue,  and  the  place  was  material, 
the  Court  decided  that  depositions  of  deceased  wit* 
nesses,  taken  before  the  commissioners  on  the  open- 
ing of  the  commission  and  enrolled  by  the  assignees, 
were  not  evidence  against  the  latter.  In  Atkins  v.  Hunt' 
phreys  (b)  the  plaintiff  was  not  permitted  to  put  in  evi- 
dence a  deposition,  made  by  a  witness  in  a  suit  in 
Chancery  between  the  defendant  and  a  third  party  and 
used  by  the  defendant  on  that  occasion,  for  the  pur- 
l>ose  of  proving  a  fact  mentioned  in  such  deposition. 
In  BrickeU  v.  Hulse  {c)  a  distinction  was  taken  between 
a  deposition  in  equity  (which  this  resembles)  and  an 
affidavit.  There  -might  have  been  two  depositions 
taken  in  proof  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  they  might  have 
been  contradictory:  which  of  them  would  then  be 
evidence?  Hay  was  neither  director  nor  shareholder, 
but  a  mere  witness  tendered  by  the  bank- and  examined 
orally,^  whose  testimony  was  taken  down  by  the  proper 
authority.    No  more  use  was  made  by  the  defendants  of 

(a)  \a  M,^  R.  S47.     S.  C,  4  Tyrwh.  531. 
(6)  1  3i.  ^  Rob.  523. 
(c)  7  A.  4;  E,454. 

his 
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1839.        his  stateraeDtSj  than  was  made  of  the  depositions  which 
were  held  inadmissible  in  Chambers  v.  Bemasconi  (a). 


Gaednx» 

agaxntt 
Moult* 


Lord  Denman  C.  J,  The  examination  or  deposition 
of  Hay  was  clearly  admissible  evidence.  The  defend- 
ants send  their  servant  to  prove  an  act  of  bankruptcy; 
and  they  act  on  the  statement  made  by  him.  There  is 
no  necessity  for  entering  into  the  general  doctrine.  No 
doubt  a  party  in  a  cause  is  not  bound  by  all  that  his 
witnesses  say  at  Nisi  Prius,  or  in  their  depositions  in 
Chancery.  But  the  defendants  are  here  bound  by  the 
particular  statement  which  their  agent  was  sent  to 
make. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  deposition  is  evidence  as  much 
as  if  it  had  been  made  by  the  defendants  themselves. 
They  sent  him  for  the  purpose  of  making  it,  and  they 
adopted  it. 

Patteson  J.  The  distinction  pointed  out  in  Brickell 
V.  Htdse  (b)  is  a  sound  one,  and  I  do  not  intend  to  de- 
part from  it ;  but  it  is  not  material  by  what  name  the 
document  is  called.  It  is  in  substance  an  affidavit 
within  the  meaning  of  the  distinction  there  laid  down, 
though  called  a  deposition.  Hay  therein  makes  a  state- 
ment of  facts,  which  the  petitioning  creditors  had  pre- 
viously ascertained  from  him  that  he  was  able  to  make. 
He  says  nothing  but  what  they  knew  he  would  say, 
and  was  subject  to  no  cross-examination.  Chambers  v. 
Bemasconi  {a)  is  not  in  point.     The  depositions  were 

(a)  \C,  M.^  R.  347.     S,  C.  4  Tynvh.  531. 
lb)  TA.^E,  454. 

there 
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there  offered  against  the  assignees,  and  not,  as  here,        18S9. 
against  the  petitioning  creditor. 


•Williams  J.  The  solicitor  of  the  defendants  is  em- 
ployed by  them  to  obtain  evidence  of  a  certain  fact  in 
order  to  support  a  fiat.  For  that  purpose  he  produces 
the  deponent,  who  swears  to  the  specific  fact  which  he 
was  expressly  called  to  prove.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, the  affidavit  is  like  one  made  by  the  principal, 
and  admissible  by  the  same  rule.  The  question,  too,  is 
not  what  it  proves,  but  whether,  upon  this  record,  it 
was  admissible  at  all. 

Rule  discharged. 


Gardnxe 

agaifut 
Moult. 
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Wednetday,  TrEWHITT  OgaiuSt  LaMBERT. 

June  5th.  ^ 

A  witness,  pro-  A  SSUMPSIT  on  an  agreement  for  repairing  pre- 
a^iwrol  demise  mises,  whereof  defendant  was  tenant  to  the  plaintiS 

tTdefendaof^  ^^^9  "on  assumpsit.     At  the  trial  before  Coleridge  J., 

thl^mt^f  *'  at  the  sittings  at  Westminster  in  this  term,  a  clerk  of  the 

™^'°|.l*'  ^,  plaintiff  was  called  to  prove  the  agreement.     The  wit- 

at  written  ness  had  been  present  at  the  makbg  of  the  agreement; 

minutes,  from 

which  he  ap-  upon  which  occasion  the  plaintiff  read  to  the  defendant 

peared  to  read  -  «    ,  _  .  •        i    i  i   • 

the  terms,  the  terms  ot  the  agreement  from  some  writing  held  m 

fendant  as-  ^'^  hand  at  the  time.    It  was  not  proved  what  the  writ- 

thatfintheab.  *"8  ^^^\  °or  ^^  ^^  shewn  to  the  defendant,  or  signed 

senceofany  |jy  j^j^^^     'pjjg  defendant  assented  to  the  terms:   and 

further  proof  "^ 

respecting  the  shortly  afterwards  the  witness  wrote  down  the  terms  in 

nature  of  the 

minutes,  parol  a  book,  which  he  produced  in  court,  and  by  which  he 

evidence  of  the  .  .  .  ,       ,  .  .  i 

terms  of  the  refreshed  his  memory  after  trial.     It  was  objected,  on 

admissible.  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  writing  ought  to  be 

produced.   The  learned  Judge  over-ruled  the  objection ; 

and  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff.     In  this  term  (a). 


Ball  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the 
agreement  was  in  writing,  and  that  parol  evidence  of  it 
was  therefore  inadmissible.  He  distinguished  Doe  dem. 
Bingham  v.  Cartwright  {b)  from  the  present  case  by 
the  circumstance  that  the  memorandum  must  here  have 
contained  the  terms,  not  of  a  mere  proposal,  but  of  an 
accepted  agreement  Rex  v.  Wrangle  (c)  was  also  re- 
ferred to. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

(a)  Ma^^  Slsf     Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledale,  Falteton,  and 
WiUiamt  Js. 
(6)  3  B.  4-  AUL  326.  (c)  2  A.  ^  E.  514. 

Lord 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of        1839. 
the  Court  _ 

Trbwhitt 

This  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  account  of  the  agaifut 
admission  of.  parol,  evidence  of  a  lease,  which  in  fact 
was  written.  The  fact  was,  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken 
down  in  pencil  writing  some  minutes  of  the  letting,  and 
read  them  over  to  the  defendant,  who  agreed  to  them. 
They  were  afterwards  entered  in  a  book  by  the  witness, 
who,  having  been  present  at  the  discourse,  refreshed 
his  memory  by  the  book.  It  was  said  that  the  original 
minutes  ought  to  have  been  produced.  But  there  was 
no  proof  what  these  minutes  were :  the  plaintiff  had 
never  said  that  they  constituted  the  lease :  it  was  proved 
only  that  the  plaindff  looked  upon  a  paper,  and  ap- 
peared to  call  over  from  it  the  terms  of  the  intended 
lease.  It  might  have  been  all  in  cyphers  and  short- 
hand for  his  own  use,  in  no  legible  form.  There  was 
nothing  shewn  to  have  ever  existed  that  would  have 
conveyed  any  information  to  the  Court  or  jury. 

Rule  refused. 
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ju^^'  Sandys  agaimt  Hodgson. 

Defendant  HHROVER  for  a  dog. 

brought  trover       J.  ^ 

against  D.  for  Pleas.    1.  That  the  dog  was  not  the  property  of 

a  dog,  and  ob- 
tained a  Terdict  the  plaintiff.     2.  Not  guilty.     S.  That  the  defendant 

mages,  subject  Converted  by  the  leave  and  licence  of  the  plaintiff, 
to  If.  ^n "he  ^^^  replication  joined  issue  on  the  first  and  second 
dog^wdefendU  p'®^>  *"*^»  ®*  *°  ^^®  third,  new  assigned  a  fresh  con- 
ant    By  plain-  version. 

tiff's  authority 

D,  delivered  To  the  new  assignment  the  plaintiff  pleaded,  1st,  Not 

fendant,  at  the    guilty ;  2d,  Leave  and  licence. 

same  time  de-  r^       %      n  *••  i>>m**i 

manding  it  On  the  first  of  these  pleas  the  plaintiff  joined  issue, 

of  plaintiff,  as  ^^^  ^o  the  secoud  replied  de  injuria. 

atVtime'*^*  On  the  trial  before  Coltman  J.,  at  the  Summer  Zxin- 

wd^'atu!^"  ^^^'^  assizes  18S7,  the  following  facts  appeared.     At 

^T  "^"f*^»  the  Lancaster  Spring  assizes  1837,  the  defendant  brought 

manded  the  two  actions  of  trover  for  the  same  dog,  which  was  the 

dog»  and  de- 
fendant refused  subject  of  the   present  action,  one   against   a   person 

Plaintiff  named  Daixbiggen^  the  other  against  the  present  plaintiff. 

defendant  tra-'  The  defendants  in  each  of  these  actions  traversed  Hodg-- 

tiff's  property,  ^^^  property.     Hodgson  v.  Dowbiggen  was  tried  first, 

Not'^^Su****^  and  a  verdict  given  for  the  then  plaintiff  HodgsoHy  da- 

and  Leave  and  inafi:es  50/.,  to  be  reduced  to  l5.  if  the  doe  should  be 

licence.    Plain-  f 

tiff  new  as-        delivered  up  to  Hodgson  before  the  fourth  day  of  the 

signed  to  the 

plea  of  Leave  following  term.      Afterwards   Hodgson  v.  Sandys  was 

which  defend,  tried ;  but,  Sandys  calling  Doxvbiggen  as  a  witness,  a  ver- 

Not^guUty,  ^^^t  was  found  for  the  defendant  on  the  plea  denying 

liwnw* to'""^  Hodgson's  property.     Before  the  day  named  for  the 

which  last  plea 

plaintiff  replied  de  injurid. 

Held,  tliat  plaintiff  was  not  precluded  from  proving  his  title  by  having  authorised 
the  delivery ;  and  that,  on  proof  of  title,  be  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  all  tlie  above 
issues. 

delivery 
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delivery  of  the  dog,  Dowbiggen^  and  the  attorney  who        18S9. 
had  conducted  the  defences  in  each  cause,  brought  the 

®  Savdys 

d(^  (with  a  shilling)  to  Hodgson^  and  offered  it  to  him,  agiauui 
giving  him  at  the  same  time  a  written  notice  demanding 
the  dog  as  Sandy^s  property,  and  on  his  behalf,  and 
stating  that  they  should  call  for  it  at  a  time  named. 
Hodgson  received  the  dog ;  and  the  attorney  called  for 
it  at  the  time  appointed,  and  demanded  it ;  but  Hodgson 
refused  to  give  it  up.  On  the  trial  of  the  present  action 
the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  of  his  title  to  the  dog,  and  pro- 
duced the  record  of  the  former  action  of  Hodgson  v.  San- 
dys  ;  and  the  defendant  produced  the  record  ot  Hodgson  v. 
Daabiggen  ;  and  it  was  shewn  that  Donobiggen  and  the 
attorney  had  acted  by  the  plaintiff's  authority.  For  the 
defendant  it  was  contended  that  the  plaintiff  had  pre- 
cluded himself  from  setting  up  his  title  in  this  action ; 
and  that  no  conversion  was  proved  which  was  not  justi- 
fied by  the  leave  and  licence  first  pleaded  and  admitted 
by  the  plaintiff.  Verdict  for  plaintiff,  with  leave  for  the 
defendant  to  move  for  a  nonsuit. 

In  Michaelmas  term  18S7,  Joseph  Addison  obtained  a 
rule  for  a  new  trial  or  a  nonsuit  (a). 

Cresswell  and  Alexander  now  shewed  cause.  First, 
there  is  no  ground  for  arguing  that  the  evidence  of  con- 
version, furnished  by  the  refusal  of  the  defendant  to 
redeliver  the  dog,  is  met  by  what  took  place  before. 
Independently  of  the  plaintiff's  consent,  the  fact  is 
simply  that  Dowbiggen  gave  up  to  the  defendant  posses- 
sion of  that  which  belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  So  far 
therefore  the  defendant  gained  no  title  except  as  against 
Dowbiggen  ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  sue.  Then, 

(a)  Also  for  reduction  of  damages ;  but  on  this  there  was  no  decision. 

as 
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1889.        as  to  the  plaintiflTs  conduct,  there  is  nothing  to  divest 


Saxdts 


him  of  his  title.  There  is  no  estoppel  by  record ;  and, 
agttinsi  as  to  the  plaintiff's  consent,  he  merely  allows  Doxobiggai 
to  satisfy  the  condition  of  the  former  verdict,  by  giving 
up,  as  between  Donxbiggen  and  the  defendant,  the  pos- 
session, which,  as  between  those  two,  DaaAi^en  was  not 
entitled  to  retain.  But  this  was  not,  either  in  form  or 
fact,  an  abandonment  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  assert 
his  title  against  the  defendant  If  the  defendant  was  not 
satisfied  with  the  delivery  on  these  terms,  of  which  he 
was  cognisant  from  the  written  notice,  he  should  have 
refused  to  receive  the  dog. 

•  Secondly,  there  is  nothing  in  this  record  to  vary  the 
above  view.  The  conversion  by  leave  and  licence  took 
place  when  possession  of  the  dog  was  delivered  by  Daoh 
btggen  to  the  defendant  Taking  property  of  another, 
by  assignment  from  a  party  who  has  no  authority  to 
dispose  of  it,  is  a  conversion ;  M'Combie  v.  Daxdes  (a). 
That  took  place  here  by  leave  and  licence,  which  jus- 
tifies the  conversion,  but  does  not  prevent  the  transaction 
from  being  a  conversion.  If  the  defendant  meant  to 
contend  that  it  did,  he  should  have  taken  issue  on  the 
conversion,  and  have  given  the  leave  and  licence  in 
evidence.  Then  afterwards,  by  the  defendant's  refusal 
to  redeliver,  the  conversion  took  place  which  is  now 
assigned.  This  satisfies  the  rule  laid  down  in  note  (6) 
to  Greene  v.  Jones  {b)^  that  two  trespasses  must  be 
proved  where  there  is  a  new  assignment 

Joseph  Addison  and  W.  H.  Watson^  contra.  .  The 
plaintiff  first  treats  the  defendant  as  the  owner  of  the 

(a)  6Eatt,5SS.  (6)  1  JFm,  Saund.  299  a. 

dog. 


Hodgson. 
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dog,  and  then  claims  it  as  his  own.      [PaUeson  J.     He        1839. 
treats  the  defendant  as  entitled  to  the  possession  as  be- 

SANnrs 

tween  the  two,  Dffwbiggen  and  the  defendant  Why  is  agaUut 
that  inconsistent  with  claiming  the  property  as  against 
the  defendant  ?  If  a  party  comes  in  to  defend  an  eject- 
ment, and  is  personally  estopped  as  against  the  plaintiff, 
and  a  verdict  passes  for  plaintiff,  the  tenant  in  possession 
may  give  up  possession,  and  then  sue  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff.]  Here  the  plaintiff  has  been  a  party  to  a 
fraudulent  delivery,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the 
defendant's  claim.  The  Court  will  not  allow  him  now  to 
avail  himself  of  the  title  which  he  has  fraudulently  held 
back :  3  Bac.  Abr.  774,  &c.  (7th  ed.),  Fraud  (B.) ; 
Clare  v.  The  Earl  of  Bedford  (a) ;  Cockshott  v.  Bennett  (*) ; 
Leicester  v.  Boee  (c) ;  Jackson  v.  Duchaire  (d) ;  Goodale 
V.  Wyat  {e).  In  Co.  Lit.  857.  b.  it  is  said,  <<  So  it  is 
in  all  cases  where  a  man  hath  a  rightful  and  just  cause 
of  action ;  yet  if  he  of  covin  and  consent  do  raise  up  a 
tenant  by  wrong  against  whom  he  may  recover,  the 
covin  doth  sufibcate  the  right,  so  as  the  recovery, 
though  it  be  upon  a  good  title,  shall  not  bind  or  restore 
the  demandant  to  his  right"  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
What  does  the  fraud  consist  in  ?  In  allowing  the  de- 
fendant to  take  the  dog,  or  in  getting  the  damages  re- 
duced ?]  In  giving  a  delusive  possession,  the  defendant 
being  entitled,  either  to  the  fiiU  damages,  or  to  a  bona 
fide  surrender  of  the  property.  It  is  an  acknowledged 
principle,  that  a  party,  who  aids  a  transaction  in  which 
a  state  of  facts  is  taken  for  granted  on  all  sides,  shall 
not  afterwards  be  allowed  to  deny  those  facts,  however 
the  truth  may  be :  Pickard  v.  Sears  (g). 

(a)  Cited  in  Hunsden^,  Cheyney,  S  Vem,  151.         (6)  2  T.  R,  763. 
(c)  4  fair,  372.  ((Q  3  T.  B.  551.  («)  i\^.99. 

(g)  6  A,  i  £.  469.     See  Gregg  t.  Welb,  uiU,  p.  90. 

Vol.  X.  K  k  Then 
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18S9*  Then,  as  to  the  new  assignment,  no  second  conver- 

sion was  proved.  The  dog  being  delivered  up  to  the 
defendant  by  the  plaintiff's  consent^  there  was  no  con- 
version in  afterwards  refusing  to  redeliver. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.  afterwards,  in  this  term  {June 
11  th),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  After  stat- 
ing the  facts,  his  Lordship  proceeded  as  follows. 

On  the  trial  it  was  contended  that  Sandys^s  conduct 
precluded  him  from  setting  up  any  claini  of  property  in 
the  dog,  as  it  plainly  led  Hodgson  to  believe  it  his 
{Hodgson^s)  property.  And  recourse  was  had  to  the 
principle  lately  expounded  in  Pickardv.  Sears  (a),  which 
runs  through  many  cases  in  equity,  and  is  thus  stated 
by  Sugden  (3  Fend.  ^  Purch.  428.  (b) ) :— "  If  a  person 
having  a  right  to  an  estate  permit  or  encourage  a  pur- 
chaser to  buy  it  of  an  another,  the  purchaser  shall  hold 
it  against  the  person  who  has  the  right" 

But  we  cannot  apply  that  doctrine  to  the  case  before 
us;  because  we  do  not  perceive  how  Sandys  induced 
Hodgson  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the  dog.  For,  in 
the  first  place,  he  did  not  become  the  purchaser,  but 
only  established  a  right  of  action  against  Dowbiggen 
as  a  wrong  doer;  and,  secondly,  Sandys  cannot  be 
said  to  have  persuaded  him  that  he  admitted  his  title, 
having  himself  so  lately  claimed  to  hold  the  dog  against 
him. 

If,  indeed,  it  had  been  proved  that  Hodgson  was  in- 
duced by  Sandys*s  conduct  to  enter  itito  a  disadvantageous 
compromise  of  the  action,  there  might  have  been  some 
difference.    But  we  do  not  know  that  it  was  such.   Hodg- 

(a)  6A.  ff  E.  469.  (b)  10th  ed. 

son 
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son  may  have  entitled  himself  to  recover  the  dog  against  ]  839. 
Dowbiggen  ; '  and  it  would  then  be  just  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  what  may  be  the  whole  amount  of  the  damages  laid  a^aintt 
in  the  declaration,  called  penal  damages,  to  compel  resti- 
tution :  but  the  fact  of  conversion  may  have  entitled 
Hodgson  to  no  more  damages  than  the  Is.  actually  paid. 
And  this  arrangement  between  them,  as  far  as  appears, 
was  wholly  independent  of  the  question  of  property  as 
between  Sandys  and  Hodgson.  For,  though  Sandys 
may  have  claimed  through  Daoobiggen^  there  is  no  in- 
consistency in  supposing  that  Dowbiggen  was  in  such  a 
position  towards  Hodgson  as  to  have  no  defence  against 
him,  and  yet  that  Sandys  was  entitled  as  owner  to  recover 
it  from  Hodgson. 

Rule  discharged. 


Jackson  asainst  Hill.  Tkwrtday, 

^  June  6tb. 

T^EBT  for  an  escape.  The  declaration,  after  averring  I"  f"  »ctioii 
that  the  liberty  of  Pickering  Lythe^  in  the  county  of  Wliff  of  the 
Yo9%  is  an  ancient  liberty  with  return  of  writs,  and  that  in  the  county  ' 
defendant,  at  the  several  times  when  &c.,  was  chief  bailiff  eKspe  of  a 

prisoner  in  ex- 
ecution the  declaration  alleged  a  mandate  by  the  sheriff  of  Y.  to  the  defendant  **  as  chief 
bailiff  of  the  liberty  of  P.,  or  his  deputy/'  to  Uke  fT.  T.,  if  found  in  his  liberty  &c. 
The  ihstrument  produced  in  proof  of  the  averment  was  in  the  form  of  a  common  sheriff's 
warrant,  and  was  addressed  by  the  sheriff  to  the  keeper  of  the  county  gaol,  *<  the  chief 
bailiff  of  P.,  his  deputies,  and  J.  Z>.,  mt^  baUifi,^  and  commanded  them,  jointly  and  seve- 
rally, to  take  W.  T.,  if  found  «  in  my  bailiwick^**  Arc,  "  that  /may  have  the  bodies"  &c. 
The  deputy  of  the  defendant  thereupon  arrested  and  conveyed  fT.  T.  to  the  county  gaol 
out  of  the  liberty: 

Held,  that  the  averment  was  not  proved  ;  for  that  the  precept  was  not  a  mandate  to 
defendant  as  bailiff  of  a  liberty,  but  a  warrant  to  him  as  sheriff  *s  bailiff,  and  acted  upon 
as  such ;  though  it  was  shewn  that  defendant,  when  ruled  by  plaintiff  to  return  '*  the  man- 
date,** had  obtained  time  to  do  so,  and  had  not  then  set  it  up  as  a  common  warrant. 

Per  Patteion  J.  A  bailiff  of  a  liberty,  when  addressed  in  the  mandate  as  the  sheriff*! 
bailiff,  may  waive  his  franchise  and  act  upon  it  in  the  latter  character. 

In  such  an  action  the  plaintiff  is  not  estopped  by  the  sheriff's  return  of  cepi  corpus  to 
the  writ  of  ca.  sa. 


K  k  2  thereof^ 
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18S9.       thereof,  recited  a  judgment  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
"  recovered  by  plaintiff  against  W.  Taylor  and  W.  Taylor 

agama       the  younger,  for  98/.  debt  and  costs.     That  plaintiff 

Hill. 

thereupon  sued  out  a  ca.  sa.  directed  to  the  sheriff  of 

Yorkshire^  and  duly  indorsed  and  delivered  it  to  him. 
That  the  sheriff  thereupon,  by  his  mandate  duly  mpde 
in  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal  of  office,  and  directed 
to  defendant,  as  chief  bailiff  of  the  said  liberty,  or  his 
deputy,  required  him  to  take  the  said  W.  T.  and  W.  T. 
jun.  if  they  should  be  found  in  his  liberty,  and  them 
safely  keep,  so  that  he  (the  sheriff)  might  have  their 
bodies  &c. ;  which  mandate  was  delivered  to  defendant 
to  be  executed  in  due  form  of  law.  That  defend- 
ant, by  virtue  of  such  writ  and  mandate,  as  chief 
bailiff  Sec,  took  and  arrested  the  said  W*  T.  and  W.  T. 
jun.  within  the  liberty,  and  then,  by  virtue  of  the  said 
writ  and  mandate,  kept  and  detained  them  in  his  custody 
in  execution  at  the  suit  of  plaintiff  from  thence  until 
defendant,  being  such  chief  bailiff,  afterwards,  towit  on 
&C.,  without  the  leave  or  licence  and  against  the  will  of 
the  plaintiff,  suffered  and  permitted  them  to  escape  out 
of  his  custody ;  and  the  said  W.  T  and  fV.  T.  jun.  did 
escape  and  go  at  large  wheresoever  they  would,  and 
out  of  the  said  liberty,  the  plaintiff  then  and  still 
being  unsatisfied.  Whereby  an  action  hath  accrued 
&c. 

Pleas.  I.  That  the  liberty  of  Pickering  Lythe  is  not 
an  ancient  liberty  with  return  of  writs,  in  manner  and 
form  &C.  2.  That  the  sheriff  did  not  by  his  mandate  in 
writing  &c.,  directed  to  defendant  as  chief  bailiff  of  the 
said  liberty,  or  his  deputy,  require  defendant  to  take  the 
said  W.  T.  and  W.  T  jun.  &c.,  in  manner  and  form  &c. 

S.  That 
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3.  That  the  mandate  was  not  delivered  to  defendant  to        1839. 
be  executed  &c.,  in  manner  and  form  &c.     4.  That       1 

Jackson 

defendant  did   not,  by  virtue  of  the   said    writ   and        agauui 
^  Hill. 

mandate,  take  or  arrest  W.  71  jun.,  in  manner  and 
form  &c.  5.  That  W.  T.  and  W.  T.  jun.  did  not 
escape  or  go  out  of  the  custody  of  defendant,  or  go  at 
large,  in  manner  and  form  &c.  6.  That  there  is  not, 
nor  ever  was,  within  the  said  liberty  any  gaol  for  the 
custody  of  prisoners  arrested  within  the  liberty  by  virtue 
of  any  mandate  directed  to  the  chief  bailiff  by  the  sheriff 
of  Yorkshire^  and  that  from  time  immemorial  the  chief 
bailiff  has  been  used  to  convey  all  prisoners  so  arrested 
to  the  castle  of  '  York^  out  of  the  liberty,  and  there 
deliver  them  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  and  the  sheriff 
has  been  used  to  keep  all  prisoners  so  delivered.  That 
defendant,' having  arrested  the  TcyUns  \xnAet  the  writ 
and  mandate,  conveyed  them  by  the  nearest  and  most 
convenient  way  out  of  the  liberty,  in  and  through  the 
county  of  York  and  the  county  of  the  city  of  York^  to 
the  said  castle,  and  then  delivered  them  to  the  said 
sheriff  &c. ;  and  that  the  said  conveyance  out  of  the 
liberty  is  the  same,  escape  whereof  the  plaintiff  has  com- 
plained. Verification.  7.  That  plaintiff  ought  not 
Jiirther  to  be  admitted  or  received  to  plead  the  said  de- 
claration by  him  above  pleaded,  as  to  so  much  thereof 
wherein  plaintiff  alleges  that,  by  virtue  of  the  writ  and 
mandate  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  defendant,  as 
chief  bailiff  of  the  liberty  of  Pickering  Lythe^  took  and 
arrested  the  said  W.  71  and  W.  T.  the  younger,  and 
then,  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  and  mandate,  kept  and 
detained  them  in  his  custody  in  execution  at  the  suit  of 
plaintiff,  because  he  says  that,  after  the  commencement 

Kk  3  of 


Hill. 
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1889.       of  this  suit,  and  before  the  day  of  pleading  this  plea, 
;  at  the  return  of  the  said  writ,  towit  on  the  11th  Jt^n^ 

Jackson 

agairut  18S6,  the  said  sheriff  duly  returned  the  said  writ  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  to  the  court  of  our  said  Lord 
the  King  at  Westminsierf  and  then  and  there  returned 
thereon  that  by  virtue  thereof  he,  the  said  sheriff,  had 
taken  the  said  W*  T.  and  W.  T.  the  younger,  whose 
bodies  he  had  ready  at  the  time  and  place  in  the  said 
writ  contained,  as  by  the  said^writ  he  was  commanded, 
as  by  the  record  of  the  said  writ  and  of  the  return 
thereof  remaining  &c.  more  fully  appears.  Verification 
by  the  record,  and  prayer  of  judgment  if  the  plaintiff 
ought  further  to  be  admitted  or  received  &c  (as  in  the 
introductory  part  of  the  plea).  8.  That  defendant,  as 
chief  bailiff  of  the  said  liberty,  had  not  the  execution 
and  return  of  all  writs  to  be  executed  within  the  limits 
of  the  liberty  &c. 

Replications.  —  As  to  the  first,  second,  third,  fourth, 
fifth,  and  eighth  pleas,  similiter:  issue  joined. —  As 
to  the  sixth  plea,  that  there  was  a  gaol  within  the 
liberty  which  had  became  dilapidated  and  in  decay, 
and  that  the  chief  bailiff  was  bound  to  keep  all  such 
prisoners  in  safe  custody  within  his  liberty;  with  a 
special  traverse  of  the  immemorial  usage  stated  in  the 
plea,  &c. :  conclusion  to  the  country :  issue  thereon.  — 
As  to  the  seventh  plea,  demurrer,  alleging  for  causes 
that  the  plea  neither  traversed,  nor  confessed  and 
avoided,  the  matter  in  the  declaration ;  that  the  matter 
pleaded  as  an  estoppel  could  not  be  set  up  as  such  to 
the  taking  and  arrest,  or  the  cause  of  action  mentioned 
in  the  declaration;  that,  the  cause  of  action  being 
against  defendant  for  an  escape,  the  plaintiff's  being 

estopped 
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estopped  from  alleging  that  defendant  took  and  arrested        18S9. 
the    Taylors  could    not   constitute  any  answer;    that       . 
the  plea  was  an  argumentative  traverse,  and  bad  for       <v«w 

HlLU 

repugnancy,  because,  if  defendant  was  guilty  of  an 
escape  (which  the  plea  admits),  he  must  have  arrested 
the  Taylors;  that  the  sheriff's  return,  admitting  it  to  be 
conclusive,  cannot  alter  the  liabilities  of  the  parties  at 
the  commencement  of  the  action ;  and  that  the  plea  al- 
leged a  return  by  the  sheriff  at  the  return  day  of  the 
writ,  whereas  there  is  no  return  day  in  the  said  writ 
Joinder. 

'  The  trial  of  the  issues  came  on  at  the  York  Summer 
assizes  18S7,  before  Farke  B.,  when  a  verdict  was  found 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  and  eighth  pleas ;  and  for 
the  defendant  on  the  second,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth 
pleas,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  ques- 
tion, whether  a  certain  document  put  in  evidence  an- 
swered the  description  of  a  mandate  by  the  sheriff  to  the 
defendant,  as  stated  in  the  declaration.  The  jury  were 
discharged  from  finding  a  verdict  upon  the  issue  on  the 
sixth  plea. 

The  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  issued  to  the  sheriff,  contained  no 
clause  of  non  omittas.  Upon  receipt  of  it,  the  sheriff 
sent  to  the  defendant  by  post  the  following  document 
under  his  seal  of  ofiice,  addressed  to  *^  The  chief 
bailiff  of  P/cim«g  Lythe** 

«  Yorkshire  towit  N.  E.  Yarburgh  Esq.,  sheriff  of 
the  county  aforesaid,  to  the  keeper  of  the  gaol  of  the 
said  county,  and  also  to  the  chief  bailiff  of  the  liberty  of 
Pickering  Lythe^  his  deputies'^  and  Job  Doe,  my  bailiffs, 
greeting.  By  virtue  of  a  writ  of  our  Sovereign  Lord  the 
King  to  me  directed,  I  command  you  and  every  of  you 
K  k  4  lointlv 
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1839.       jointly  and  severally  that  you  take,  or  one  of  you  take, 

William  Taylor  and  William  Taylor  the  younger,  if  they 

againtt       shall  be  found  in  my  bailiwick,  and  them  safely  keep,  so 
Hill. 

that  I  may  have  their  bodies  before  our  Sovereign  Lord 

the  King  at  Westminster^  immediately  after  the  execution 
hereof,  to  satisfy  David  Jackson^  as  well  a  certain  debt 
of  54/.,  which  he  lately  in  the  King's  Court  before  the 
King  at  Westmitister  recovered  against  the  said  William 
Taylor  and  William  Taylor  the  younger,  as  also  4>i/. 
which  in  the  said  court  were  awarded  to  the  said  David 
Jacksofi  for  his  damages  which  he  had  sustained,  as  well 
on  occasion  of  the  detention  of  the  said  debt  as  for  bis 
costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf 
laid  out,  whereof  the  said  W.  Taylor  and  W*  Ta^or  the 
younger  are  convicted.  Hereof  fail  not  as  you  will  answer 
at  your  peril.  Given  under  the  seal  of  my  office  the 
16th  April  18S6." 

"  By  the  sheriff."  (l.  s.) 
"  You  are  hereby  required  not  to  discharge  the  de- 
fendant without  order  from  the  said  sheriff." 

There  was  also  a  memorandum,  upon  the  above,  of  the 
description  and  residence  of  the  Taylors^  the  sum  to  be 
taken  under  the  writ,  and  the  name  and  address  of  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  as  endorsed  on  the  ca.  sa. 

The  arrest  was  made  by  the  deputy  of  the  chief  bailiff, 
who  conveyed  the  prisoners  to  the  county  gaol  at  York^  out 
of  the  liberty.  The  plaintiff  had,  since  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action  for  an  escape,  ruled  the  sheriff  to  re- 
turn the  writ;  and  also  the  defendant,  the  chief  bailiff,  to 
return  the  sheriff's  mandate  to  him.  Both  had  obtained 
further  time  to  make  their  returns.  The  sheriff  after- 
wards returned  cepi  &c. ;  and  the  chief  bailiff  (the  now 

defendant) 
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defendant)  thereupon  applied  to  this  Court  to  discharge        18S9* 
the  rule  obtained  against  himself;  which  was  accordingly       ' 
done  (a).  agamu 

JilLL* 

On  the  following  Michaelmas  term^  Atcherley  Serjt. 
moved  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  instead  of  the 
defendant,  on  the  point  reserved  at  the  trial. 


Cressfwell  and  Wightman  now  shewed  cause.  This  is 
no  mandate  to  the  defendant  as  bailiff  of  a  liberty,  but 
a  mere  warrant  by  the  sheriff  to  the  defendant  as  his 
bailiff  to  arrest  the  Taylors  within  the  sheriff's  bailiwick. 
Under  this  warrant  the  defendant  might  have  arrested 
any  where  in  the  county.  As  bailiff  of  a  liberty  he  could 
have  arrested  only  within  the  liberty.  It  directs  the 
defendant  to  keep  the  prisoners  ^*  so  that  /  may  have 
their  bodies;"  whereas  the  ordinary  mandate  to  the 
bailiff  of  a  liberty  is  to  take  **  that  you  may  have  his 
body  "  &c. ;  Rilson's  Office  of  Bailiff  of  a  Liberty,  p.  76. 
(Appendix).  The  fact,  that  the  defendant  is  addressed  as 
'^  chief  bailiff  of  the  liberty,"  Is  immaterial,  and  mere 
description.  It  is  not  a  mandate  to  him  as  such.  This 
distinction  is  like  that  between  a  writ  against  a  de- 
fendant as  administrator,  and  one  only  describing  him 
so.  It  is  said  that  an  arrest  by  the  sheriff's  bailiff 
within  the  liberty  would  be  unlawful,  and  that  the 
defendant  must  therefore  be  presumed  to  have  acted 
legally  in  his  character  of  bailiff  of  the  liberty.  The 
answer  is,  that  the  liberty  is  within  the  sheriff's  baili- 
wick, and  that  the  arrest  by  him  within  the  fran- 
chise is  good,  though  it  may  expose  him  to  an  action 
at  the  suit  of  the  lord  of  the  liberty ;  Villa  de  Darby  v. 

(a)  See  Jackvm  r.  Taylor^  SDowi.  P,  C.  Ha 

Foxley 
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1839.        FoxUy  (a).     Nor  is  the  arrest  objectionable  even  on  . 
that  firround,  if  the  lord,  or  his  bailifT,  waive  his  fran* 

aeahu*  chise  by  consenting  to  arrest  under  the  warrant  of 
the  sheriff  as  his  bailiff.  That  the  franchise  may  be 
waived  appears  from  Munday  v.  Frogat  {b\  where  the 
bailiff  of  the  liberty  of  the  High  Peak  took  a  bail 
bond  in  the  sheriff's  name,  which  was  held  good,  the 
bailiff  having  thereby  waived  his  franchise,  and  there 
being  no  gaol  in  the  liberty.  There  is  an  Anorymous 
case  in  March  {c)  which  also  shews  that  the  sheriff 
may  address  his  warrant  to  the  bailiff  of  a  liberty  as 
*'  his  bailiff."  Indeed  the  bailiff  of  a  franchise  is  no 
more  than  a  special  bailiff  of  the  sheriff,  and  was  so 
considered  by  Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.  in  Grant  v. 
Bagge  (d).  [Patteson  J.  The  instrument  is  addressed 
to  the  chief  bailiff  and  "  his  deputies  ; "  now  the  sheriff's 
bailiff  cannot  make  a  deputy;  it  may,  therefore,  be  argued 
that  the  sheriff  must  have  meant  to  treat  the  defendant 
as  the  officer  of  the  franchise,  and  not  as  his  own  bailiff.] 
No  such  inference  would  be  legitimate ;  for  it  is  also 
addressed  to  the  keeper  of  the  county  gaol,  who  could 
not,  as  such,  arrest  at  all.  Then  it  is  said  that  the 
bailiff,  when  ruled  to  return  the  mandate,  applied  for 
time,  and  thereby  admitted  the  nature  of  it,  and  his 
liability  to  make  a  return  to  it,  as  such  mandate.  But 
this  is  no  estoppel ;  or,  if  it  is,  it  may  be  argued  that  the 
plaintiff  has  equally  estopped  himself  by  treating  the 
arrest  as  one  made  by  the  sheriff,  and  compelling  him 
to  return  cepi  corpus,  by  which  it,  at  all  events,  appears 
chat  the  sheriff  considered  the  arrest  to  have  been  made 

(a)  1  Rol  Rep.  119.  {b)  S  Keb,  71,  117,  125. 

(c)  MardCs  Reports  or  New  Cases,  ed.  1675.  p.  25. 
{d)  S  East,  128.     See  ih.  p.  140. 

by 
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by  himself,  and  in  his  own  bailiwick*  The  precept  18S9. 
cannot  be  both  warrant  and  mandate ;  it  must  be  one 
or  the  other,  and,  upon  the  whole,  it  must  be  taken  to 
be  the  former.  Boothman  v.  The  Earl  of  Surrey  (a)  is 
the  case  that  has  probably  induced  the  plaintiff  to  try 
this  experiment :  but  there  it  appeared  that  there  was  a 
gaol  within  the  liberty ;  the  precept  was  directed  to  the 
chief  bailiff  and  his  deputies  only ;  and  the  sheriff 
clearly  treated  him  as  such  throughout  the  proceed- 
ings (i).     IPaiteson  J.  referred  to  the  note  in  Ritson's 

Office 

(a)  2  T,  R.  5. 

(b)  A  copy  of  the  form  of  mandate  used  in  Sootkman  ▼.  7%^  Earl  of 
Surrey  was  produced  at  the  desire  of  the  Court.  It  was  as  follows.  "  York' 
shire,  to  wit.  Sir  Thomas  Turwr  Slingiby,  Bart.,  sheriff  of  the  said  county, 
to  the  chief  hailiff  of  the  liberty  of  HaBamshire  and  his  deputies,  greeting. 
Whereas  his  Majesty  lately  commanded  the  sheriff  of  Yorkshire  that  he 
should  cause  to  be  leried  of  the  goods  and  chattels  in  his  bailiwick  of  John 
ITooOoiMr,  otherwise  VoUas,  37/.,  which  in  his  said  Majesty's  Court  before 
his  said  Majesty  at  WeslnUntter  were  awarded  to  AiroA  JBooihman  for  her 
damages,  which  she  sustained  by  reason  of  not  performing  certain  pro- 
mises and  undertakings  made  by  the  said  John  to  the  said  Sarah  at  Leeds 
in  my  county,  and  that  he  should  have  that  money  before  his  said  Majesty 
at  Westminster  at  a  certain  day  now  past,  to  render  to  the  said  ^SisraA  for 
her  said  damages,  whereof  the  said  John  was  convicted,  as  appeared  to  hit 
said  Majesty  on  record,  and  die  said  sheriff  on  that  day  returned  to  his 
said  Majesty  that,  for  tlie  execution  of  the  said  writ  to  him  directed,  he 
commanded  the  chief  bailiff  of  the  liberty  of  HaUamshire  in  his  county, 
who  had  the  full  execution  of  all  writs,  precepts,  and  process  to  be  exe- 
cuted in  that  liberty  and  the  return  thereof,  and  to  whom  the  execution 
of  the  said  writ  wholly  belonged,  inasmuch  as  he  could  not  execute  the 
same  in  his  county  out  of  the  said  liberty,  which  said  chief  bailiff,  towit 
The  Right  Honorable  Charles  'Howard^  commonly  called  the  Earl  of 
Storey,  had  answered  and  returned  to  the  said  sheriff's  precept  to  him 
directed  in  the  words  following,  endorsed  on  a  copy  of  the  said  precept, 
(that  is  to  say,)  *  I  have  caused  the  within  execution  to  be  executed,  and 
have  levied  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  within  mentioned  defendant, 
lying  within  my  bailiwick,  the  sum  of  S/.  1S«.  2d,  and  no  more,  the  said 
defendant  having  nothing  more  within  my  bdliwick  whereupon  I  could 
raise  the  within  mentioned  sum  of  S7L  as  within  I  am  directed.  Dated 
this  14th  Janvary  178S.  Surrey,*  Therefore,  by  virtue  of  his  said  Ma- 
jesty's 


Hill. 
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1889.  Office  of  Bailiff  of  a  Liberty^  p.  14.,  which  mentions  the 
"  practice  of  directing  the  sheriff's  warrant  as  well  to  the 

againtt        bailiff  of  the  liberty  as  to  one  or  more  of  his  own  bailiffs, 

and  thereby  avoiding  the  necessity  of  a  non  omittas 

clause.]] 

Atcherletf  Serjt,  Knawles^  and  fV.  H.  Watson^  contrik. 
The  instrument  is  a  mandate,  and  pursues  the  usual 
form  of  such  mandates.  [Copies  of  several  mandates 
by  sherifi^  to  the  bailiffs  of  this  and  other  liberties  were 
produced  from  the  files  of  this  Court;  but  the  Court  ob- 
served that  none  of  the  bailiffs  were  addressed  by  the 
sheriff  as  <^my  bailiffs."]  It  is  addressed  to  the  chief 
bailiff,  as  such.  It  names  *^  his  deputies,"  which  would 
be  improper  if  it  were  the  case  of  a  common  bailiff,  who 
cannot  have  a  deputy,  but  only  an  assistant.  If  the 
deputy  of  the  chief  bailiff  be  intended,  then  the  arrest, 
which,  in  fact,  was  made  by  the  deputy,  was  regular. 
IPatteson  J.  The  defendant  may  say  that  the  warrant 
makes  all  his  deputies  to  be  also  the  sherifi'^s  bailiffs  for 
this  purpose.]  A  general  address  of  that  kind  is  not 
enough.  The  name  of  the  bailiff  should  be  mentioned 
in  the  warrant.  Housin  v.  Barron  {a)  shews  the  neces- 
sity of  this,  where  a  warrant  to  3f.  "  and  all  the  others 
of  the  sheriff's  officers"  was  adjudged  bad.  [Little^ 
dale  J.  There  may  be  known  deputies  within  the  fran- 


jesty't  writs  to  me  directed,  reciting  «s  or  to  the  effect  aforesaid,  I 
command  you  and  every  of  you,  that  ye,  some  or  one  of  you,  take  the  said 
Johfij  if  and  so  forth,  and  him  safely  keep,  so  that  I  may  have  his  body 
before  bis  said  Majesty  at  Wegtminsier  on  Wednesday  next  after  one 
month  of  Easter,  to  satisfy  the  said  Sarah  for  33^  6s,  lOd  the  residue  of 
the  damages  aforesaid ;  and  this  and  so  forth.  Given  under  the  seal  of 
my  office  *'  &c. 
(«)  6  r.  JR.  122. 

chise ; 
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chise;  and  the  sherifip  may  make  them  his  bailififs  without       18S9. 
further  describing  them.]     The  presumption,  as  against       '        [ 
the  defendant,  is  that  he  acted  as  oflBcer  of  the  liberty ;       ogmntt 
for  in  that  character  he  applied  to  this  Court,  and  ob- 
tained time  to  make  his  return.     IPaileson  J.    He  seems 
to  have  treated  it  as  a  warrant ;  for  he  hands  the  prisoner 
over  to  the  county  gaol.]    There  was  an  issue  on  a 
custom  to  do  this,  and  on  the  existence  of  a  local  gaol. 
It  cannot  be  presumed  that  the  sheriff  would  direct  his 
own  bailiff  to  disturb  the  defendant's  franchise,  or  direct 
the  defendant's  deputies  to  do  so,  by  an  act  which  would 
entitle  the  sheriff  to  the  fees.     The  instrument  has  a 
double  aspect.      It  may  operate  as  a  mandate  or  a 
warrant  at  election;  or  it  may  operate,  distributively, 
as  both;  authorising  the  defendant  or  his  deputy  to 
take  within  the  liberty,  and  the  gaoler  to  receive  and 
keep  the  prisoner  when  so  taken.     Such  a  mode  of 
construction  is  justified  by  BUUcher  v.  Kemp  (a).     The 
addition  of  the  words  *^  my  bailiffs,''  and  **  my  baili- 
wick,'' is  not  repugnant  to  this  construction ;  for  it  is 
admitted  on  the  other  side  that  the  liberty  is  within 
the  sheriff's  bailiwick  :  and  Dattoris  Office  qfSheriffk{b\ 
Grant  v.  Ba^e(c)i  and  the  argument  in  Wentworth 
V.   Broadwater  {d)j    are  authorities   to  shew   that  the 
bailiff  of  a  liberty  is,  in  effect,  the  servant  or  bailiff  of 
the   sheriff.     The  mandate,  therefore,   only   describes 
the   defendant  according  to   the  legal  effect;  that  is, 
as  one   of  the  sheriff's  bailiffs.     \Patte$on  J.     Ritson 
does    not  approve    of   that  doctrine  (f).]     In   Platel 

(a)  Note  to  WaUiux  ▼.  Xing,  1  IT.  Bl.  15. 

(b)  Ch.  89.  p.  181.  ed.  1700.  (c)  3  East,  128. 

(d)  Skmner,  41S, 

(e)  See  Rit9on*s  Office  of  BaUiff  of  a  Liberty,  note,  p.  8. ;  p.  18. ;  note^ 
p.  84. ;  note,  p.  75. 

V.  Dowse 
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18S9.  V.  D&a>se{a)  a  warrant  to  levy,  in  the  ordinary  form  of 
a  sheriff's  warrant,  was  so  addressed  by  the  sheriff  to 
one  who  was  the  deputy  bailiff  of  a  liberty :  upon  re- 
ceipt of  the  warrant,  the  deputy  acted  upon  it  as  if  it 
had  been  a  mandate  to  his  principal ;  and,  by  direction 
of  the  chief  bailiff,  paid  the  money  to  the  assignees  of 
the  judgment  debtor,  who  had  become  bankrupt :  and 
it  was  held  that  the  chief  bailiff  could  not  afterwards 
refuse  to  return  the  mandate  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
a  warrant,  and  not  a  mandate.  The  case  is  in  point, 
and  is,  in  fact,  a  stronger  one  than  the  present ;  for  the 
instrument  here  is,  at  least,  ambiguous  {b) ;  and  the  de-  . 
fendant  has  given  proofs  more  unequivocal  than  were 
given  in  Platelv.  Dowse  {a)  that  he  regarded  it  as  a  man- 
date. The  case  of  Munday  v.  Frogat  (c)  is  obscurely 
reported,  and  is  entitled  to  little  weight,  and  is  more- 
over distinguishable;  for  the  defendant  here  is  attempt- 
ing to  waive  the  franchise  for  his  own  benefit,  whereas 
there  the  party  waived  his  privilege  to  the  detriment  of 
no  one  but  himself. 

By  the  direction  of  the  Court,  the  demurrer  to  the 
seventh  plea  was  now  argued. 

W.  H.  Watsofiy  for  the  plaintiff.  There  is  no  pre- 
cedent of  a  plea  of  estoppel  on  matter  arising  since 
the  commencement  of  the  action.  iLiHledale  J.  Why 
should  it  not  be  as  good  as  if  pleaded  at  first?] 
It  is  no  estoppel   at  all  in  this  action.     The  rule  is 

(o)  4  New  Ca,  204. 

(6)  It  was  noticed  by  the  Courts  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that 
a  printed  form  of  a  common  sheriff's  warrant  had  been  used,  a  non 
omittas  clause  having  Been  erased,  and  the  address  to  the  chief  bailiff, 
and  his  deputies,  inserted. 

(c)  3Jr<r6.7l,  117,  125. 

thus 
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thus  laid  down  in  DaUons  Office  of  Sheriffs  (a) :  A  man        1839.  « 
may  not  have  a  direct  averment  against  the  return  of 

Jackwn 

the  sheriff  in  the  same  action ;  but,  in  another  action,        ^|otn# 

he  may ;  as  in  debt  agamst  the  buliff  of  a  franchise 

for  an  escape  of  one ;  return  of  the  sheriff  that  he  had 

taken  him  by  a  warrant  directed  to  him  (the  bailiff)  on 

a  ca«  sa« ;  it  may  be  averred  that  no  such  warrant  was 

directed  to  him ;  and  for  this  he  cites  Yearb.  Pasch. 

l5Ed.4f.  f.l.  B.  pl.8.      So  in  Partes  v.  Mosse{b)^ 

where   trover   was  brought  by  an  executor  against  a 

sheriff's  bailiff,  who  had  taken  goods  of  the  testator 

under  a  fi.  fa.,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  might  shew 

the  taking  and  the  delivery  over  to  the  sheriff,  and  was 

not  estopped  by  a  return  of  the  sheriff  excusing  himself 

for  not  executing  the  writ.     The  return  or  the  sheriff 

may  be  prima  facie  evidence,  even  between  strangers 

to  it ;  Gj/fffbrd  v.  Woodgate  (c) :  but  it  is  not  an  estoppel 

even  against  himself  in  another  action,  as  in  case  for 

not  levying ;  Brydges  v.  Walford  (d).     If  it  be  an  es» 

toppel,  it  must  be  reciprocal ;  yet  these  cases  shew  that 

the  defendant  is  not  estopped  by  it.     As  to  the  special 

ground  of  demurrer,  the  plea  states  a  return  day  of 

the  writ,  whereas  the  writ  of  execution  was  returnable, 

not  on  a  certain  day,  but  immediately. 

fVightmanj  contra.  The  return  of  a  sheriff  is  "  of 
such  high  regard,"  that  no  averment  is  admitted  against 
it,  Com.  Dig,  Betom,  (G).  In  Harrington  v.  Tai/lor  (e) 
the  plaintiff,  in  reply  to  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
ations, stated  process  sued  out  within  six  years  and 

(a)  Cb.  42.  p.  191.  ed.  1700.        (6)  Cro,  Elix.  181.   S.  C.  1  Leon,  144. 
(c)  11  Bast,  297.  (d)  6  M.  ^  S.  42. 

(e)  15  Eattf  S78.     The  rejoinder  %ru  there  objected  to,  because  it  con. 
eluded  to  the  couatry,  and  amounted  to  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record. 

duly 
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1839.  duly  returned  and  continued,  to  which  the  defendant 
rejoined  that  the  process  was  not  returned :  it  was 
admitted  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  that  the 
rejoinder  was  bad,  as  no  averment  could  be  made 
against  the  return.  The  return  of  a  rescue  is  con- 
clusive on  the  party,  even  on  an  indictment  (a).  The 
only  remedy  is  an  action  for  damages  against  the  sheriff 
for  the  false  return.  The  sheriff  takes  by  the  hands 
of  the  defendant,  and  returns  that  he  has  the  prisoners 
in  custody ;  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  defendant  took 
them,  and  then  let  them  go  out  of  the  liberty.  He 
does  not  allege  that  the  escape  was  within  the  liberty. 
The  declaration  and  the  return  as  pleaded,  taken  to- 
gether, shew  that  the  escape  complained  of  was  the 
delivery  to  the  sheriff,  which  is  no  good  cause  of  ac- 
tion. IPatteson  J.  The  allegation  is,  that  the  defend- 
ant suffered  them  to  escape,  and  that  they  did  escape, 
and  go  at  large  **  wheresoever  they  would.'*]  Boothman 
V.  The  Earl  of  Surry  (ft)  was  new  law.  There  was  no 
instance  of  such  an  action  before ;  and  the  principle  of 
it  is  questionable.  At  all  events  it  is  inapplicable  to 
this  case.  The  bailiff  there  had  a  gaol  within  the 
liberty;  here  no  such  gaol  is  shewn  to  exist  The 
defendant  is  therefore  directed,  and  is  obliged,  to  de- 
liver the  prisoners  to  the  sheriff,  that  he  (the  sheriff) 
may  have  their  bodies  &c.  He  cannot  be  sued  for 
doing  that  which  he  is  compelled  by  law  to  do. 

Watson^  in  reply.    In  the  cases  in  Comyn^  where  aver- 
ments were  not  permitted  against  the  return,  the  point 

(a)  But  see  Lord  EUenborough  in  Gtfffifrd  v.  IFoodgaU,  II  East,  299. 

(b)  S  T.  R.  5.  See  Ritson's  Office  of  Bm^fofa  LUterty,  p.  23,  34.  n. 
who  refers  to  Jppkion  v.  Burr,  Cro.  EL  158,  289.»  cited  also  Cro.  Jac. 
242. 

arose 
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arose  in  the  same  action  as  that  in  which  the  return  was        1839. 
made.     Upon  any  other  construction  of  the  rule  there 

jACKaoic 

could  not  be  an  action  for  a  false  return.  The  return  offnnsi 
is  conclusive  only  in  the  progress  of  the  same  cause,  or 
for  the  purposes  of  an  attachment ;  in  other  cases  it  is 
evidence  only.  The  duty  of  a  bailiff,  where  there  is  no 
prison  in  his  liberty,  is  to  keep  the  prisoners  safely  until 
delivered  by  due  course  of  law.  If  there  is  no  prison, 
he  must  do  as  the  sheriff  himself  must  have  done  if 
there  had  been  no  county  gaol.  If  the  plea  is  no  es- 
toppel, it  is  idle.  It  does  not  even  shew  that  the  sheriff 
has  actually  taken  the  debtors,  but  only  that  he  has  re- 
twmed  a  taking.  It  seeks  to  defeat  a  vested  cause  of 
action  by  the  act  of  a  mere  stranger. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  there 
is  no  authority  so  full  and  direct  as  to  support  the 
doctrine  contended  for  in  favour  of  the  7th  plea.  I 
apprehend  that  such  estoppels  as  this  apply  only  to 
proceedings  in  the  action  in  the  course  of  which  they 
arise.  As  to  the  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff, the  question  is,  whether  the  sheriff  directed  a  man- 
date to  the  defendant.  The  only  plausible  argument 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  arises  from  the  address  of  the 
warrant,  and  the  use  of  the  word  *<  deputies"  in  it. 
But  we  must  not  require  so  much  nicety  and  exactness 
in  this  respect.  The  document  treats  the  defendant 
as  one  of  the  sheriff's  bailiffi,  and  requires  him  to 
make  the  arrest,  not  in  the  defendant's  liberty,  but  in 
his,  the  sheriff's,  bailiwick.  It  appears,  therefore,  upon 
the  whole,  that  it  must  be  taken  to  be  an  ordinary  war- 
rant* 

Vol.  X.  LI  Littledale 
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Jacxsok 
againtt 
Hill. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  fact  statfed  in  the  7th  plea  is  not 
pleadable  as  an  estoppel.  It  is  quite  consistent  with 
the  declaration,  and  is  beside  it  The  declaration  states 
a  writ,  and  an  arrest  under  it  by  the  defendant.  Writs 
of  execution  being  now  returnable  immediately,  the 
ca.  SSL*  was  returnable  as  soon  as  it  was  executed.  The 
declaration  then  states  that  afterwards  the  defendant 
suffered  the  escape.  This  was  a  complete  cause  of 
action ;  and  the  subsequent  return  of  the  sheriff,  that  he 
had  the  bodies  in  his  custody,  is  no  answer.  Then,  as 
to  the  other  point,  the  allegation  which  describes  this 
instrument  as  a  mandate  is  not  supported.  Though 
directed  to  the  defendant  as  chief  bailiff,  it  calls  him, 
and  the  other  persons  addressed,  *^  my  bailiff,"  and 
commands  the  arrest,  ^^  so  that  I  may  have  their  bodies." 
It  is  a  warrant  to  the  defendant  in  the  character  of  ge- 
neral bailiff  to  the  sheriff. 


Patteson  J.  As  to  the  demurrer,  the  return  is 
relied  upon  as  conclusive  in  all  cases  except  on  an 
action  for  a  false  return;  but  thb  is  not  so.  The 
Court  will  so  far  give  credit  to  it  as  to  act  on  it  in  the 
case  of  an  attachment ;  but  on  an  indictment  it  would 
only  be  evidence.  Who  are  the  parties  to  this  action  ? 
It  is  against  the  bailiff  of  the  liberty,  as  such,  for  suf- 
fering the  plaintiff's  debtor  to  escape  and  go  at  lar^. 
The  sheriff's  return  can  be  no  answer  to  this.  He 
makes  a  return  according  to  the  answer  he  receives 
from  the  bailiff.  To  make  this  an  estoppel  would  be  to 
bar  an  action  for  an  escape  by  a  false  statement  origin- 
ating, perhaps,  with  the  bailiff  himself.  The  case  cited 
from  the  Yearbook  is  strong  to  shew  that  a  return  is  con- 
clusive only  in  the  particular  cause  in  which  it  is  made ; 

and 
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and  there  is  no  authority  the  other  way.     With  respect        1839. 
to  the  point  reserved  at  the  trial,  it  is  difficult  to  say        " 

•^  Jacxsov 

whether  the  document  is  a  mandate  or  warrant.  Of  the  agauui 
various  forms  produced  from  the  files  of  the  Court,  the 
earlier  ones  are  addressed  to  the  bailiff  of  the  liberty  or 
his  deputies,  only.  Here  it  is  plain  that  the  common 
form  of  a  sheriff's  warrant  has*  been  filled  up  with  the 
name  of  the  chief  bailiff.  If  intended  for  a  mandate,  it 
should  not  have  directed  an  arrest  to  be  made  in  the 
bailiwick  of  the  sheriff.  The  allegation  in  the  declar- 
tion  implies  a  mandate  of  limited  execution ;  whereas  the 
document  shewn  in  proof  of  it  is  either  a  general  warrant, 
or  is  altogether  defective  and  bad.  I  think  that,  where 
the  bailiff  of  a  franchise  is  addressed  as  an  officer  or 
bailiff  of  the  sheriff,  he  may  waive  his  franchise  and  act 
upon  the  warrant  as  an  ordinary  sheriff's  officer,  as 
he  appears  to  have  done  in  this  case.  As  to  the  al- 
leged custom  for  the  chief  bailiff  to  arrest  and  deliver  to 
the  sheriff,  we  cannot  take  it  into  consideration. 

Williams  J.    Concurred. 

Rule  for  setting  aside  the  verdict  discharged. 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer. 
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Friday^ 
June  7tb. 


Plevin  and  Another  against  Prince. 


Before  itat. 
1  W.A.h 
1  Vkt,  c  SS.t 
the  sheriff  was 
not  entitled  to 
take  from  a 
party  arrested 
a  larger  fee, 
for  detaining 
him  till  bail 
given,  than  the 
4tL  allowed  by 
Stat.  23  H.  6. 
c.  10. 

And  a  she- 
riff's officer, 
taking  more, 
was  liable  to 
the  penalty 
under  staL 
32  G.  2.  c.  28. 
St.  1, 12., 
though  ap- 
pointed, by  the 
plaintiff  in  the 
original  cause, 
a  special 
bailiff  for 
making  the 
arrest 


T^EBT  against  a  sheriJBP's  bailiff  for  a  penalty  of  50/., 
under  stat.  32  6.  2.  c.  28.  s.  12. 

The  declaration  stated  that  a  capias  on  mesne  process 
issued  out  of  the  Exchequer,  towit  on  18th  January  18S7» 
against  the  plaintiffs,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Cheshire ^ 
indorsed  for  bail  for  187/.  10^. ;  that  the  sheriff  afterwards, 
towit  18th  January  1837,  directed  his  warrant  to  the 
defendant,  being  his  bailiff,  lo  be  executed;  that  de- 
fendant, towit  19th  January  1837,  arrested  the  plain* 
tiffs,  and,  while  they  were  in  his  custody,  towit  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  demanded,  took,  and 
received  of  and  from  them  a  certain  sum  of  money, 
towit  21.  25.,  for  detaining  them  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  writ  and  warrant  until  after  they  had  given 
bail  to  the  sheriff;  which  sum,  so  demanded,  &c.,  was  a 
greater  sum  of  money  than,  at  the  time  of  the  taking  or 
demanding  tliereof,  was  by  law  allowed  to  be  taken  or 
demanded  by  the  defendant  of  and  from  the  plaintiffs 
on  that  occasion,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  sta- 
tutes &C. 

Seventh  plea.  That  defendant  did  not  demand,  &c., 
for  detaining,  &c.,  a  greater  sum  of  money  than,  at  the 
time  of  taking  or  demanding  thereof,  was  by  law  allowed 
to  be  taken  or  demanded  by  the  defendant  of  and  from 
the  plaintiff  on  that  occasion,  in  manner  &c.:  con- 
clusion to  the  country.     Issue  thereon. 

There  were  also  other  issues  of  fact. 

On 
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On  the  trial  before  Alderson  B.,  at  the  Cheshire  Sura-        18S9, 

mer  assizes,  18S7,  the  arrest,  &c.,  and  the  demanding       

and  taking  of  the  2L  2$.,  were  proved ;  and  it  appeared,  againti 
as  was  .contended  for  the  defendant,  that  the  defendant 
had  been  appointed  special  bailiff  to  make  the  arrest  by 
the  plaintiff  in  the  original  action.  The  counsel  for  the 
plaintifl^  rested  their  case  upon. the  2/.  2s.  ))eing  a  larger 
sum  than  was  allowed  by  stat  23  H,  6.  c.  10. :  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  contended  that  the  sum  was  not  regulated  by 
this  statute,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  bound  to  give  evi- 
dence that  the  sum  was  larger  than  that  allowed  by  law. 
The  learned  Judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on 
all  the  bsues,  reserving  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant  on  the  issue  upon  the  seventh  plea. 

In  Michaeltnas  term,    1887,  Ctatingham  obtained  a 
rule  accordingly. 

Welsby  and  R.  G.  Temple  now  shewed  cause.  The 
officer  has  taken  more  than  the  law  allows.  Stat. 
23  IT.  6.  c.  10.  limits  bailiffs  of  sheriffii  to  the  sum  of 
4</.  for  the  fees  to  be  taken  by  them  of  any  person 
arrested  or  attached.  Stat.  32  G.  2.  r.  28.  5. 1.  pro* 
hibits  sherifis,  bailiffs,  or  other  officer  or  minister  what- 
soever, from  demanding  or  receiving  any  other  or 
greater  sum  of  motiey  **  than  is  or  shall  be  by  law 
allowed  to  be  taken  or  demanded  for  any  arrest  or 
taking,  or  for  detaining,  or  waiting  till  the  person  or 
persons  so  arrested  or  in  custody  shall  have  given 
an  appearance  or  bail;"  and  sect  12  enacts  that  any 
sheriff,  under-sheriff,  bailiff,  &c.,  who  shall  offend 
against  the  act,  shall  forfeit  to  the  party  aggrieved 
50/.  Sects.  5  and  6  provide  for  the  settling  and  pub- 
lishing the  fees  to  be  taken  by  gaolers:  these  last 
L  1  3  fees 


FHINCX. 


496  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

1889.  f^^  A^9  however,  not  applicable  to  the  case  of  arrest- 
— —  ing  or  detaining  till  bail  be  given;  Martin  v.  BeU{a). 
agattut  There  is,  therefore,  no  fee  allowable,  unless  under  stat. 
23  H.  6.  c.  10.  (b).  It  is  true  that  in  Martin  v.  Bell  {a) 
it  was  said  that  the  allowance  by  the  officer  of  the  Court 
upon  taxation  was  the  allowance  by  the  Court,  and 
shewed  what  was  the  allowance  by  law.  But  there  the 
plaintiff  had  given  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  taken 
more  than  the  sum  allowed  on  taxation,  which  was  one 
guinea ;  and  the  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  decision,  therefore,  shews  no  more  than  that  a 
bailiff  must  not  take  a  sum  exceeding  the  sum  allowed 
on  taxation ;  not  that  he  may  take  as  much.  In  Martin 
V.  Slade  (c)  a  plaintiff  was  nonsuited  for  not  giving 
evidence  that  the  sum  taken  exceeded  the  sum  al- 
lowed by  law,  though  it  appeared  that  the  sum  did 
exceed  that  allowed  by  stat.  23  H.  6.  c.  10.  But  in 
Dew  v.  Parsons  (d)  it  was  held  that  a  sheriff  was  liable 
to  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  for  all  that 
he  had  taken^  above  the  ^d. ;  and  Holroyd  J.  said 
that  the  allowance  of  more  in  taxation  might  be  ex- 
plained on  the  supposition  that  the  party,  at  whose 
suit  the  arrest  was  made,  had  employed  a  special  bailiff, 
at  an  increased  expense,  which  the  master  had  allowed, 
though  the  sheriff  could  not  have  claimed  it  In  'Foster 
V.  Blakelock(e)  it  was  also  said  that  a  sheriff  could 
demand  no  more,  though  a  party  employing  a  special 
bailiff  might  be  held  to  contract  impliedly  for  what  it 
was  usual  to  give.  In  Innes  vr  Levi  (g)  a  sheriff's 
officer  was  held  liable  to  the  penalty  for  taking  more 

(a)  6M.j;S,  280.  (&)  See  Co.  LU,  368.  b. 

(c)  2  New  Rep,  59.  (rf)  2  i?.  ^j-  AUL  562. 

(e)  BB.^C.  328.  {g)  2  Scott,  189. 

than 
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than  the  4d     That  case  is  precisely  in  point.     Stat.        18  39. 
23  H*  6.   c.  10.   must  have   been  in  force  up  to  the        7 
passing  of  stat.  7  »^.  4.  &  1  Vict.  c.  55.  (15th  My  1837);        ^«^ 
for  the  latter  statute  expressly  repeals  the  former,  so  far 
as   relates   to  the   amount  of  fees,  and  provides  for 
another  scale. 


Cottingham  and  E.  V.  Williams  contrcL  Stat  32  G.  3. 
c.  28.  s.  12.  is  a  penal  enactment,  and  will  be  construed 
strictly.  Stat.  23  H,  6.  c.  10.  does  not  apply,  in  words, 
to  fees  taken  for  detaining  till  bail  be  given;  but  the 
language  of  stat. « 32  G.  2.  c.  28.  s.  1.  shews  that  some 
fee  may  be  taken  for  this :  the  only  rule  therefore  must 
be,  to  take  that  which  the  Court,  by  its  officer,  allows 
to  be  proper.  In  Martin  v.  Slade  (a)  the  decision  was, 
that  the  party  seeking  to  enforce  the  penalty  must 
prove  what  sum  was  allowed  by  law,  and  that  the  sum 
named  in  stat.  23  H.6.  c.  10.  was  not  the  sum  intended 
by  stat.  32  6. 2.  c.  28.  s.  12.  Indeed,  if  that  were  so, 
the  officer  would  have  been  actually  out  of  pocket  by 
the  expence  of  the  bail-bond,  when  a  stamp  was  neces- 
sary. In  Martin  v.  Bell(b)  Lord  Elkfiborough  dis- 
tinctly held  that  the  allowance  by  the  officer  of  the 
Court  was  the  proper  evidence  of  the  sum  allowed  by 
law.  There  the  fee  was  taken,  as  here,  for  detaining 
till  bail  was  given.  In  Innes  v.  JLevi  (c)  the  fee  seems 
to  have  been  taken  for  arresting ;  that  case  is  therefore 
inapplicable.  TJje  dictum  in  Foster  v.  Blakelock  {d)  is 
inapplicable  for  the  same  reason.  Here,  too,  it  appears 
that  the  defendant  was  a  special  bailiff;  he  was,  there- 
Co)  2  N.  R.  59.  (h)  6M.j;S.  220. 
(c)  2  Scott,  189.                                   (rf)  SB.^C.  328. 

L  1  4  fore. 
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1839.  fore,  within  the  principle  laid  down  by  Holrcydi.  in 

Deaa  v.  Parsons  la). 

ngaimi  Cur.  adv.  vuU. 


PllIlfCB. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  the  vacation  after  this  term 
(18th  June)f  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

This  was  an  action  for  a  penalty  against  a  sheriff's 
officer  for  extortion.  A  verdict  was  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  subject  to  a  motion  for  setting  it  aside,  as  to 
one  issue,  and  entering  one  for  defendant,  for  a  sup- 
posed defect  in  evidence ;  no  proof  having  been  given 
of  the  fee  lawfully  due  upon  an  arrest.  The  case  of 
Martin  v.  SUule  {b)  was  cited,  where  Sir  J.  Mansfield 
and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that  the  statute 
of  Henry  VI.  must  not  be  taken  as  limiting  the  legal 
fees.  But  that  must  be  allowed  to  be  very  loose  doc- 
trine, and  has  been  rejected  by  both  Lord  Ellenborough 
and  Lord  Tenterden,  in  cases  cited  on  the  argument. 
The  former  learned  judge  was  indeed  supposed  to  have 
held,  in  Martin  v.  BeU{c)^  that  legal  fees  must  be 
proved  such,  by  being  hung  up  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  Stat  32  6.  S.  c.  28.  But  that  is  not  the  fair 
import  of  bis  language.  What  he  meant  was,  that, 
even  assuming  evidence  of  the  law  in  that  case  to  be 
necessary,  the  habitual  allowance  of  particular  fees  by 
the  master  in  taxation  furnished  that  evidence.  It 
does  not  by  any  means  follow  that  we  want,  or  ought  to 
require,  any  other  proof  than  the  statute,  which  was  in 
force  when  this  action  was  tried,  and  cannot  be  repealed 
by  any  usage. 

In  moving  for  the  new   trial,   it  was  said  that  the 

(a)  2  A  ij  Aid.  562.  (6)  2  .V.  R.  59. 

(c)  6M.4;S.  2Sa 

plaintiff 
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plaintiff  had  appointed  his  own  bailiff,  and  that  so  the  1839. 
charge  might  be  legal.  Holroyd  3.^  in  Dem  v.  Par-- 
sons  (a),  appears  to  admit  that  such  chai^  might  be 
allowed;  but  that  was  a  question  as  to  the  officer's 
right  to  charge  plaintiff's  attorney  who  employed  him, 
possibly,  on  those  terms ;  nothing  was  said  that  could 
warrant  him  in  extorting  an  illegal  fee  from  the  arrested 
person. 

We  therefore  think  that  the  rule  must  be  discArged. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  ^B.iJkL  567. 


Williams  against  Burgess.  ^"^y* 

^^  June  7th. 

ASSUMPSIT.     Declaration  stated  that,  in  consider-  Piainuff  en. 
tered  into  a 

ation  plaintiff  would  sell  and  deliver  to  defendant  parol  agree- 
a  mare,  which  plaintiii  supposed  to  be  m  foal,  for  20/.,  defendant  a 
subject  to  the  condition  that,  if  the  mare  should  prove  J^^t^'to  the 
to  be  in  foal,  defendant  should,  on  receiving  12/.  from  j^Jl'lSi'Sd^*' 
plaintiff,  return   it  to  plaintiff  on  request,  defendant  ^l^'^J^^^^ 
promised,  if  it  proved  in  foal  and  plaintiff  paid  12/.,  to  •houid,onre* 
return  it.     Averment  of  sale  and  delivery  of  the  mare  from  piainUfl; 

return  it  on 

for  20/.,  subject  to  the  above  condition ;  that  it  proved  request.  Plain- 
to  btf  in  foal ;  that  plaintiff  then  tendered  to  defendant  the  mare  and 
12/.  and  requested  him  to  return  the   mare;  but  de^  oTIup^ing 
fendant  refused  so  to  do.     Plea,  Non  assumpsit  ^tendered to 

On  the  trial  at  the  York  summer  assizes  1837,  before  ^f^^^^  i2J» 

and  requested 

Parke  B.,  the  plaintiff  proved  a  verbal  ainreement,  as  him  t«  return 

'^  ^  -TS  •»  the  marc,  which 

defendant  re* 
fused  to  do.      Held,  that  the  contract  to  return  it  on  payment  of  IS^  was  not  a  distinct 
contract  of  sale,  but  one  of  the  conditions  of  the  original  sale  to  defendant ;  and  that  the 
delivery  of  the  mare  to  defendant  took  the  whole  agreement  out  of  the  Stitotc  of  Frauds, 
229  C.  S.  c.  3.  «.  17.,  so  as  to  enable  plaintiff  to  sue  defendant  for  the  refusal  to  return  it. 

stated 
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1839.  stated  above,  and  the  acceptance  of  the  mare  and  pay- 
ment of  the  money  by  the  defendant  It  was  objected, 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  agreement  on 
which  the  action  was  brought  was  a  distinct  agreement 
for  a  re-sale  of  the  mare  within  sect.  17  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  29  C  2.  c.  3.,  and  ought  to  have  been  in  writing. 
But  the  learned  judge,  considering  it  to  be  merely  a 
qualification  of  the  original  contract  of  sale,  which  was 
executed,  over-ruled  the  objection,  reserving  leave  for 
the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  and  for  the 
plaintiff*  to  object  that  this  defence  could  not  be  shewn 
upon  the  plea  of  Non  assumpsit  There  was  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff. 

In  Michaelmas  term  1837,  Krumles  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  to  set  aside  the  verdict  on  the  points  reserved,  and 
enter  a  nonsuit 

Alexander  now  shewed  cause.  The  objection  is 
not  open  upon  the  general  issue.  [Upon  this  point 
EUiott  V.  Thomas  {a)y  on  section  17  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  and  Bidtemere  v.  Hayes  (&),  on  the  fourth  section, 
were  cited  (c) ;  but,  as  the  Court  pronounced  no  opinion 
upon  it,  the  argument  is  here  omitted.]  The  contract 
for  resale  is  not  a  distinct  and  independent  one,  but  part 
of  the  original  one,  which  was  made  good  by  acceptance 
of  the  mare  and  payment  of  the  price.  That  th^  de- 
livery was  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute 
is  shewn  by  many  authorities.  [Kncndes'^  for  the  de- 
fendant, stated  that  he  did  not  dispute  those  authorities, 

(a)  3  AT.  fr  r.  170.  (6)  5  M,  ^  W,  456. 

(c)  The  decisions  in  the  Exchequer  were  dted  in  a  case  of  Eastwood  ▼. 
Kenyon,  argued  in  this  term  (19th  June)  upon  the  fourth  section;  and 
this  Court  then  intimated  its  adherence  to  those  decisions. 

and 


BuEflKSS. 


IN  THE  Second  Year  of  VICTORIA.  501 

and   admitted  that  the  original  agreement  was  made  1889. 

ffood  by  delivery.]    Then  the  condition  to  re-deliver  — — 

cannot  make  it  void.     A  state  of  things,  contemplated  j^ama 
by  the  original  contract  and  parcel  of  it,  has  arisen, 
which  now  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  sue  without  any  fresh 
payment  or  writing. 

KnaadeSi  contra.  There  are  two  distinct  contracts ; 
one  is  executed ;  the'other  executory.  Both  are  within 
the  statute ;  and  the  latter  cannot  be  enforced,  for  want 
of  the  proper  formalities.  [Lord  Derman  C.  J.  Sup- 
pose the  whole  had  been  in  writing  at  first,  would  it 
require  two  stamps  ?]  Perhaps  not ;  but  that  is  not  a 
proper  test.  It  is  certain  that  an  agreement  may  con- 
tain two  distinct  stipulations  capable  of  being  treated  as 
distinct  contracts,  of  which  one  may  be  void  and  the 
other  good  ;  Wood  v.  Benson  (a).  IPatteson  J.  I  think 
that,  when  that  case  has  been  cited,  the  Courts  have 
not  been  disposed  to  extend  it]  There  are  two  agree- 
ments entered  into  at  the  same  time.  Suppose  the 
agreement  had  stipulated  that,  in  a  certain  event,  the 
defendant  should  sell  and  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  another 
horse,  or  the  foal  itself:  a  writing  would  then  have 
been  necessary ;  for  there  would  be  no  acceptance  of 
any  thing  by  the  buyer,  but  only  hf  the  defendant,  the 
seller;  yet  it  cannot,  in  principle,  make  any  difference 
that  the  horse  to  be  sold  happens  to  be  the  same. 
Waits  V.  Friend  {b)  is  nearly  in  point  There  the  agree- 
ment was,  that  the  plaintiff  should  furnish  the  defendant 
with  seed;  that  the  defendant  should. sow  it  on  his  own 
land ;   and  should  sell  and  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  the 

(o)  2  O,  4-  J.  94.     ,V.  C,  3  Tyrw.  93.  (6)  10  B.  J  C.  446. 

whole 
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18S9.  whole  crop  of  seed  produced  therefrom.  The  plaintiff 
WillT*        supplied   the  seed;  and   the   defendant  accepted  and 

agahut  sowed  it,  but  refused  to  sell  the  crop  according  to  the 
agreement.  It  was  held  that,  as  the  agreement  was  not 
in  writing,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  a  defence.  Yet  it 
might  have  been  urged  that  the  contract  required  no 
writing,  because  there  was  a  delivery  of  the  seed  to  the 
defendant. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  is  a  sale  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendant  on  particular  terms,  one  of  which  is  a 
return  of  the  article  sold  in  a  certain  event ;  the  accept- 
ance of  the  thing  sold  takes  the  whole  contract  out  of 
the  statute.  The  case  differs  from  Watts  v.  Friend  {a)^ 
where  the  re-sale  was  of  a  different  thing. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  plaintiff  is  willing  to  part  with 
his  property  on  certain  conditions,  which  are  part  of  the 
agreement.  It  is  not  an  independent  contract  of  sale 
on  which  he  sues,  but  the  original  contract,  which  was 
a  qualified  sale.  It  is  like  the  case  of  the  delivery  of  a 
horse  on  trial ;  when  the  buyer  returns  it,  after  trial,  it 
is  not  a  resale.  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt  on  the 
case. 

Patteson  J.  It  is  one  entire  contract,  and  not  two  dis- 
tinct contracts.  It  is  a  sale  on  the  terms  that  the  mare 
and  part  of  the  price  should  be  returned  in  a  certain  event. 
If,  indeed,  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  sell  to  the 
plaintiff  the  foal,  tlie  case  might  have  been  different 
In  Watts  V.  Friend  (a)  the  bargain  was  to  sell  to  the 
plaintiff  an  entirely  different  thing,  and  not  merely  to 

(a)  10  B,  ijf  a  446. 

return 
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return  to  him  the  same  article.     Wood  v.  Benson  {a)  1889. 

shews  only  that  there  may  be  two  contracts  on  one  " 

piece  of  paper,  of  which  one  may  be  bad,  the  other  ^ahut 
good. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 

(o)  2  CV.  4"  J.  94.     S.  a  2  Tyrw.  93. 


Susanna   Holmes  against  Wilson    and   Two  ^«^y» 

X  ,  Junen 

Others. 


TRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  five  closes  of  TrespMs  is  the 
proper  remedy 

plaintiflp,  with  force  and  arms,  and,  without  leave  ^or  wrongfully 

i*         m     ,  continuing  a 

and  licence  of  plaintiif,  keeping  and  continuing  in  and  building  on 
upon   the  said  closes   ten  erections  called   buttresses,  for  Uie  erectk>n 
theretofore .  without  the  leave  and  licence  of  plaintiff  titnu^nifetSy 
erected  by  defendants  in  and  upon  the  said  closes,  and  "~^*r^  «>"- 

■^  tr  w  pensation;  and 

thereby  encumbering  the  said  closes,  and  preventing  •'^▼en^.witb 
plaintiff  from  having  the  use  and  enjoyment  thereof.         erecting  it,  does 

not  operate  t» 

Plea  1.  Not  Guilty.      2.  That  plaintiff  heretofore,  a  purchase  of 

towit  on  &c.,  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  at  West-  condnue  such 
minster,  impleaded  defendants  in  an  action  of  trespass.      Therefore 

and  declared  against  said  defendants  in  that  action  for  J^ofll'turo.*" 

committing  the  very  same  trespasses  in  the  declaration  p**^*  "^  *»"»** 

in  this  present  suit  above  mentioned ;  whereupon  de^  support  it  on 

'^  '^  the  land  of  ^., 

fendants  then  pleaded  that  plaintiff  ought  not  further  and  jt.  there- 
to  maintain  her  action,  because  defendants  then  brought  u^and  their 

workmen  in 
trespass  for  such  erection,  and  accepted  money  paid  into  court  in  full  satisfacdon  of  the 
trespass :   Held,  that,  after  notice  to  defendants  to  remoTe  the  buttresses,  and  a  refusal  to 
do  so,  A.  might  bring  another  acdon  of  trespass  against  them  for  keeping  and  condnuing 
the  buttresses  on  the  land,  to  which  the  former  lecovery  was  no  bar. 

into 
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18S9.        into  Court  the  sum  of  252L,  ready  to  be  paid  to  plaintifi^ 
"Z  and  that  plaintiflp  had  not  sustained  damages  to  a  greater 

t^ointt        amount  &c. :   that  defendants  then  paid  the  said  sum 

WiLBoy.  ^ 

into  Court :  and  tlyt  plaintiff  afterwards  took  the  same 

out  of  Court,  and  taxed  her  costs  in  that  action  :  that 
defendants  then  paid  the  said  costs ;  and  plaintiff  ac^ 
cepted  the  said  sum,  with  the  costs,  in  full  satisfaction 
of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  said  action  of  trespass 
complained  of,  and  of  all  damages  and  costs  occasioned 
thereby,  and  proceeded  no  further  in  that  action.  Aver- 
ment of  the  identity  of  the  trespasses  in  the  two  actions, 
and  verification. 

To  this  last  plea  the  plaintiff  newly  assigned  that  she 
brought  her  action  for  other  and  different  trespasses 
than  those  complained  of  in  the  former  action.  Plea 
to  the  new  assignment,  Not  Guilty. 

On  the  trial  at  the  Yorkshire  Summer  assizes,  18S7, 
before  Parke  B.,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  and  occupier  of  lands,  through  which  a  road  had 
been  made  under  the  powers  of  stat.  4  &  5  HP^.  4.  r.  xxxii. 
(local  and  personal,  public)  (a),  which  prescribes  the  line 
of  the  road  and  provides  that  no  deviation  shall  be  made 
in  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff  more  to  the  north  than  the 
prescribed  line.  The  defendants  (of  .whom  one  was  a 
trustee  under  the  act,  and  the  others  a  contractor  and 
his  foreman)  raised  an  embankment,  supported  by  a  wall, 
on  that  part  of  the  line  which  passed  through  the  plain- 
tiff's land.     The  trustees  considering  it  necessary  to 

(a)  Entitled,  **  An  Act  for  repairing  and  maintaining  the  road  from 
Quebec  in  the  parish  of  Lfiedt  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York, 
to  Homefield  lane  End  in  the  same  parish,  with  a  bridge  or,  bridges 
on  the  line  of  such  road ;  and  for  making  and  maintaining  certain  branch 
roads  to  communicate  therewith.'* 

give 
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give  further  support  to  the  embankment,  the  defendants,        18S9. 
for  this  purpose,  erected  certain  buttresses  upon  the       ^ 
north  side  of  the  wall  and  of  the  prescribed  line,  and        agamti 

rw^  WlMOK. 

upon  the  closes  named  in  the  declaration.  This  was 
done  without  the  plaintiff's  consent;  and  it  was  admitted 
to  be  contrary  to  the  provision  in  the  act,  which  pro- 
tected her  land  from  furtlier  deviation  on  this  side. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  commenced  an  action  of  tress- 
pass against  the  three  present  defendants,  together  with 
two  others  not  named  in  this  action.  The  declaration 
in  that  action  complained  of  breaking  and  entering  the 
same  five  closes,  digging  up  the  earth,  damaging  the 
herbage,  encumbering  the  soil  with  bricks,  mortar,  &c., 
and  erecting  thereon  the  buttresses,  and  keeping  and 
continuing  the  said  bricks,  mortar,  &c.,  so  placed 
thereon,  and  the  buttresses  so  erected,  for  a  long  space 
of  time,  towit  Sec.  The  defendants  paid  251*  into 
Court,  which  the  plaintiff  accepted  in  satisfaction.  The 
proceedings  in  this  former  action  were  the  subject  of 
the  plea  in  the  present  one. 

The  former  action  was  brought  immediately  after  the 
erection  of  the  buttresses,  on  a  writ  issued  7th  December 
1836. 

On  the  Sd  February  18S7  the  money  was  accepted  by 
the  plaintiff  in  satisfaction. 

On  9th  of  May  1837  judgment  was  entered  for  the 
plaintiff. 

On  13th  February  1837  the  plaintiff  caused  a  notice 
to  be  served  on  defendants,  requiring  them,  within 
twelve  days,  to  remove  the  buttresses  erected  upon  her 
land,  and  giving  notice  that,  if  they  did  not  do  so,  an 
action  would  be  brought  for  continuing  the  buttresses  on 

the 
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18S9.        the  ]and»  and  further  actions  from  time  to  time  until 

^  ri  compliance  with  the  requisition.      The  trustees,  con- 

agahut        sidering  that  the  buttresses  were  necessary  to  support 

WiLSOM* 

the  road,  and  that^^he  former  payment  by  them  was  an 
equivalent  for  the  permanent  use  of  the  land,  refused  to 
remove  them.  On  27th  April  following,  the  present 
action  was  commenced.  It  was  not  shewn  that  the  de- 
fendants, or  any  of  them,  had  entered  upon  the  land  of 
the  plaintiff,  or  had  done  any  act  upon  it  since  the  tres* 
passes  complained  of  in  the  firsf  action  {a).  One  of 
them  (the  contractor)  had  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  another  of  the  defendants  (the  trustee)  in  1856  to 
keep  the  road  in  repair  for  two  years.  On  the  part  of 
the  defendants  it  was  contended  that  the  action  was 
improperly  conceived  in  trespass ;  that,  by  force  of  the 
local  act  and  of  the  General  Turnpike  Act,  S  G.  4. 
c.  126.  s.  147-9  the  plaintiff  was  barred  of  her  action 
after  tbree  months  from  the  date  of  the  original  trespass ; 
and  that  the  damages  recovered  in  the  former  action 
were  to  be  regarded  as  a  full  compensation  for  all  in- 
jury occasioned  by  the  buttresses,  or  as  a  *'  satisfaction 
out  and  out."  The  learned  Baron  nonsuited  the  plain- 
tiff, reserving  liberty  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  her 
with  nominal  damages. 

In  Michaelmas  term   1837,  Starkie  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  according  to  the  leave  reserved. 

Alexander  now  shewed  cause.     The  proper  form  of 
action,  if  any  will  lie,  is  case,  and  not  trespass.    In 

(a)  Upon  shewing  cause  against  the  rule  nisi  in  this  case,  it  was  al- 
leged by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  such  eridence  had  been  given; 
but  Parke  B.,  being  referred  to  by  this  Court,  sUted  that  he  had  no 
recollection  of  such  evidence,  and  that  the  only  question,  on  the  trial, 
was,  whether  the  action  lay  for  continuing  the  buttresses. 

Zjowrence 
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Lawrence  v.  Obee{a)  Lord  EUenborough  was  of  that  1839. 
opinion ;  and  there  is  no  authority  to  shew  that  a  mere 
continuance  is  a  trespass.  Still  less  is  such  continu- 
ance a  trespass,  where  the  act  complained  of  was  ori- 
ginally done  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  parliament.  The 
Creneral  Turnpike  Act,  S  G.4.  c.  126.  s.  147.  (v^hich 
extends  to  all  local  acts  for  making  &c«,  turnpike  roads, 
sect.  4?.),  limits  suits  *'  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of 
the  act"  to  <*  three  months  after  the  fact  committed,"  and 
provides  that  the  defendant  may  give  the  special  matter 
in  evidence  on  the  general  issue.  Here  the  buttresses 
were  erected  more  than  three  months  before^  the  com- 
mencement of  this^  action ;  and  it  would  defeat  the 
object  of  the  act,  if  fresh  actions  could  be  brought  for 
a  mere  continuance.  In  Wordsoomih  v.  Hurley  {b)  the 
defendant,  as  surveyor  of  highways,  had  added  part  of 
the  plaintiff's  land  to  the  highway,  and  separated  it 
from  the  rest  by  building  a  wall  between  the  rest  of  the 
land  and  the  road.  After  the  lapse  of  three  months 
the  plaintiff  sued  defendant  for  building,  the  wall,  and 
thereby  separating  part  of  his  close  from  the  rest,  and 
for  *<  keeping  and  continuing"  it  so  separated.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  wall  was  built,  and  the  separation  com- 
pleted, more  than  three  months  before  action  brought ; 
but  the  wall  had  been  raised  and  finished  within  that 
period.  It  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  protected 
by  the  limitation  clause  in  the  General  Highway  Act 
Lord  Oakley  v.  The  Kensington  Canal  Company  (c)  is  also 
in  point.    Smith  v.  Shaw  {d)  also  shews  that  interference 

(a)  1  Star.  22.  (6)  I  B.  i  Ad.  391. 

(c)  5  B.i  Ad.  138.     And  aee  Jenkins  t.  Cooke,  note  (a)  to  F^rater  t. 
The  Swamea  Canal  Company,  \  A.^K  372. 

(d)  10  A  f  a  277. 

Vol.  X.  Mm  by 
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1839.  by  giving  improper  directions  for  the  doing  of  any  thing 
supposed  to  be  in  execution  of  the  provisions  of  the 
statutCi  is  a  **  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act.*'  But» 
at  all  events,  the  former  recovery  is  a  complete  bar; 
the  damages  given  on  the  first  action  must  be  consi- 
dered as  the  full  estimated  value  of  the  land  thus  per- 
manently occupied  by  the  buttresses.  The  damages 
were  in  respect  of  prospective  as  well  as  past  injury ;  the 
judgment  operated  as  a  purchase  of  the  land.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  If  the  property  was  changed,  why  did 
you  not  put  in  a  plea  to  that  effect?]  It  was  needless 
to  raise  that  question.  The  plea  states  a  fact,  which 
either  shews  a  transfer  of  the  property,  or,  at  all  events, 
precludes  any  further  action  for  a  trespass  upon  it. 
IPatteson  J.  How  can  you  convert  the  recovery,  and 
payment  of  damages  for  the  trespass,  into  a  purchase? 
A  recovery  of  damages  for  a  nuisance  to  land  will  not 
prevent  another  action  for  continuing  it.]  No  act  is 
shewn  to  have  been  done  since  the  former  recovery. 
The  defendants  have  no  right  to  enter  the  plaintiff's 
land,  without  her  leave,  in  order  to  remove  the  nuisance; 
so  that,  unless  the  plaintiff  removes  it  herself,  the  de- 
fendants will  be  exposed  to  continual  actions,  or  be 
obliged  to  commit  a  further  trespass  by  entering  to  re- 
move it 

Starkie  and  Crompton^  contrft.  The  action  lies,  and 
is  in  the  proper  form.  Every  continuation  of  an  ori- 
ginal trespass  is  a  fresh  one.  [LittUdale  J.  If  the 
defendant  throws  a  heap  of  stones  on  the  plaintiff's 
close,  and  there  leaves  them,  will  trespass  lie  from  day 
•lo  day,  till  they  are  removed  ?]     *<  The  continuing  of  a 

trespass 


WiLsotr. 
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trespass  from  day  to  day,  is  considered  in  law  a  several        1839. 
trespass  on  each  day ;"  note  (1)  to  Earl  of  Manchester  v. 

HOLMZS 

Vale  (a).  The  Court  of  Exchequer  have  recently  de-  against 
cided  this  point  in  Hudson  v.  Nicholson  {b) ;  where  it 
was  held  that  a  count  for  keeping  and  continuing 
timbers,  which  had  been  placed  on  the  plaintiff's 
close  before  he  became  possessed  of  it,  was  a  count 
in  trespass,  and  not  case;  and  the  case  was  there 
likened  to  that  of  a  defendant  who  persists  in  hold-* 
ing  out  a  pole  into  his  neighbour's  land,  and  who 
would  be  liable  in  trespass  as  long  as  he  continued  to 
do  so.  Rosewell  v.  Prior  {c)  is  similar  to  the  present 
case,  except  that  it  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  a 
nuisance.  There  an  action  for  continuing  a  nuisance  to 
the  plaintiff's  lights  was 'held  to  lie  after  a  recovery  for 
the  erection  of  it.  As  to  the  supposed  effect  of  the 
judgment,  in  changing  the  property  of  the  land,  the 
consequence  of  that  doctrine  would  be,  that  a  person, 
who  wants  his  neighbour's  land,  might  always  buy  it 
against  his  will,  paying  only  such  purchase-money  as  a 
jury  may  assess  for  damages  up  to  the  time  of  the 
action.  If  the  property  was  changed,  when  did  it  pass  ? 
Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  brought  ejectment  for  the  part 
occupied  by  the  defendant's  buttresses,  would  the  re« 
covery  of  damages  in  trespass  be  a  defence  ?  There  is 
no  case  to  shew  that,  when  land  is  vested  in  a  party, 
and  fresh  injuries  are  done  upon  it,  fresh  actions  will 

(a)  1  Wmu  SaufuL  24.,  citing  Uoncktcn  v.  PettA/(ey,  S  Ld,  Raym.  976. 

(6)  Since  reported  in  5  Jf.  f  W,  437.';  but  the  illustration,  as 
there  reported  (p.  446.)>.  differs  from  that  mentioned  in  the  present 
argument.  See  also  the  judgment  of  Le  Blane  and  Bayley  Js.  in  Whu 
terboume  v.  Morgan^  11  Eatif  395. 

(e)  3  SaUt.  460.  See  also  Johnson  t.  Long^  \  Salk.  la ;  A«r  t.  A«%, 
1  A.  jr  E,  82S. 
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1839.       not  lie*     Then,  as  to  the  powers  of  the  local  act  and 
the  limitation  in  the  General  Turnpike  Act,  the  case  is 

HOLXKS 

against  clearly  not  within  either  of  them ;  for  the  local  act  ex- 
pressly forbids  any  deviation  to  the  north  of  a  certain 
line,  and  the  trustees  wilfully  directed  the  buttresses  to 
be  built  on  the  ground  beyond  the  line,  in  order  to  sup- 
port their  own  defective  works  within  it.  But,  even  if 
the  defendants  are  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  act,  an 
action  will  lie  for  a  continuing  injury.  Boberts  v. 
Read  (a)  shews  that  the  time  runs  from  the  date  of  the 
injury  complained  of,  though  trespass  may  lie  for  the 
act  done.  In  Wordsworth  v.  Harley  {b)  the  action  was 
by  a  reversioner,  whose  cause  of  action  was  complete  on 
the  first  erection  of  the  wall,  and  not  by  an  occupier  for 
a  continued  trespass.  IPatleson  J.  It  is  there  re- 
marked by  Baytey  J.  that  a  continuation  is  not  a  new 
fact  committed,  within  the  statute.  Indeed,  if  it  were 
so,  the  act  would  be  nugatory.  You  might  bring  an 
action  at  any  time,  whether  there  had,  or  had  not,  been 
a  previous  recovery.]  The  distinction  is  between  an 
action  for  damage  consequential  upon  an  injury  for 
which  the  plaintiff  has  already  recovered  a  judgment,  as 
in  Fetter  v.  Beale  (c),  and  an  action  for  a  continuing 
injury  repeated  de  die  in  diem,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
can  only  recover  damages  up  to  the  issuing  of  the  writ. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  defendants  are  clearly  not 
within  the  protection  of  either  statute  (d).     Then,  the 

(a)  \eEatt,  215.  (6)  \  B.  t  Ad.  391.  (c)  1  Sattt.  11. 

{d  I  did  not  appear  that  the  Court  assumed  the  original  act  to  have 
been  done  boni  fide  with  the  intent  of  carrying  the  statute  into  efiect : 
and  the  dedsion  upon  the  limitation  clause  is  therefore  not  noticed  in 
the  marginal  abstract 

former 
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former  and  the  present  action  are  for  different  trespasses. 
The  former  was  for  erecting  the  buttresses.  This 
action  is  for  continuing  the  buttresses  so  erected.  The 
continued  use  of  the  buttresses  for  the  support  of  the 
road,  under  such  circumstances,  was  a  fresh  trespass. 
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LiTTLEDALE,   Patteson,    and   Williams  Js.   con- 
curred. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(a)  By  a  recoreiy  in  treipMS  for  taking,  or  trover  for  converting,  per- 
tonai  ehaUeUt  followed  by  satisfaction,  the  property  is  altered,  and  vests 
in  the  defendant ;  for  "  solutio  pretii  emptionis  loco  habetur.*'  Jenk, 
CmL  p.  189.  {Ctni.  4.  ca.  88.) ;  £n/tv.  58. 6. ;  jidamsv.  Broughlon,  S  Stra. 
1078.  But  it  is  otherwise  where  the  damages  were  not  estimated  on  the 
footing  of  the  fuU  value ;  and  this,  it  seems,  may  be  shewn  in  a  replica- 
tion to  the  plea  of  the  former  recovery ;  Lact^  v.  Barnard^  Cro.  Car,  85. 
See  also  FieU  v.  JelScus,  3  Lev.  124.,  and  the  judgment  of  Holroyd  J.  in 
MorrU  v.  Robmaont  S  B.  4r  C,  206.  Qmeref  whether  the  plaintiff,  in 
the  principal  case,  might  not  have  recovered  damages  in  respect  of  the 
expense  of  removing  the  buttresses  herself;  and  the  effect  of  such 
recoveiy? 


Mm  3 
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1839. 


ScUurday, 
June  8tb. 


Garey  against  Pyke. 


PUintiffand       TT^EBT  for  ffoods  sold  and    delivered,   work    and 

defendant  JU        ,  O 

agreed  that  de-  labour,  and  on  an  account  stated.    Pleas.    1.  Nun- 

fendant  should  .     ,  ,  .  .  m  n  i 

recommend  quam  indebitatus.   2.  A  set-on  for  (among  other  matters 

plaintiff,  who  not  proved)  the  work  and  labour,  care,  &c.,  of  defend- 

and  that  plain-  ^nt,   as   agent  for  plaintiff,   and   for  commission  and 

defeidant*^^'''^  reward :  the  replication  to  which  denied  such  debt  from 

10  per  cent,  ^^g  plaintiff  to  the  defendant 

upon  the  butt-  ^ 

nen  so  pro-  Qn  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J,,  at  the  Lon- 

cured,  to  be 

received  in  doTi  Sittings  bXxat  Michuelmas  term,  1837,  the  delivery 
clothes  by  de-  .    ,  *.     i     i 

fendant  from  and  acceptance  of  the  goods,  consisting  of  clothes,  was 
he^might  want  proved ;  but  the  defendant  proved  that,  before  the  de- 
a^Mttiement  of  l^^^^y,  the  following  agreement  was  entered  into  between 
^""wf  °"*^  the  plaintiff  and  defendant.  *^  Memorandum  of  agree- 
between  the       ment  made,  this  S  1st  day  of  December  1835,  between 

parties  every  "^ 

six,  or  at  Hugh  Pyke^  of"  &c.,  **  law  agent,  and  G.  D.  Garey  of" 

twelve,  months.  &c.,  "  tailor,  whereby  the  said  Hugh  Pyke^  being  in  his 

ing  sued  in  Capacity  of  law  and  general  agent  enabled  to  advance 

soid^and^de-  *  ^^  interests  of  persons  engaged  in  trade  and  commerce, 

hlviM* merely  ^^^^^Y  agrees,  at  the  instance  and  request  of  the  said 

proved  the  de-  Q^  j)^  Garev,  to  introduce  a  few  of  his  friends  and  con- 

livery  and  *^ 

acceptance  of     nections  as  Customers  to  the  said  G.  JD.  Garey^  upon 

clothes. 

Held,  that 
he  could  not 
recover,  but 
that,  on  nun- 
quam  indebi- 
tatus, he  was 
bound  to  prove 
a  settlement  of 
accounts  on  which  the  balance  was  in  his  favour. 

Semblef  that,  had  there  been  no  stipulation  as  to  the  settlemenf  of  accounts,  it  would  ^ 
have  been  sufficient  for  plaintiff  to  prove  the  delivery  and  acceptance,  and  would  have 
lain  on  defendant  to  prove  a  percentage  due  to  him  to  the  amount  of  what  was  so  de- 
livered. 


the  express  condition  that  he,  the  said  G.  D.  Garey^ 
agrees  to  allow  the  said  Hugh  Pyke^  for  his  trouble  and 
exertions,  a  fee  of  10  per  cent,  upon  the  gross  amount 
of  all  business  and  connections  generally  introduced  by 


or 
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or  from  him  the  said  Htigh  Pylce  to  the  said  G.  Z).  1839. 
Garey ;  or  any  other  connection,  which  may  be  intro- 
duced  throuffh  the  medium  of  the  aforesaid  connections  againu 
and  friends  of  the  said  Hugh  Pyke  to  the  said  G.  Z). 
Gareyy  shall  also  be  allowed  {a)  a  like  fee  of  10  per  cent. ; 
and  it  is  hereby  understood  that  such  allowance,  remu- 
neration, or  fee,  is  to  be  received  by  the  said  Hugh 
Pyke  in  clothes,  to  be  ordered  by  him  the  said  Hugh 
Pyke  from  time  to  time  as  he  may  want  the  same;  and 
that  a  settlement  of  accounts  between  the  said  parties 
shall  take  place  every  six  months,  or,  at  the  farthest,  ^in 
twelve  months.  In  witness  whereof"  &:c.  (Signed  by 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant) 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  contended  that  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that,  under  the  spe- 
cial terms  of  this  agreement,  an  account  had  been 
settled  upon  which  the  balance  was  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff.  His  Lordship  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  reserving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit.  In  Hilary  term,  1838,  Sir  John  Camp- 
belly  Attorney  General,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly. 

E.  James  now  shewed  cause.  The  agreement  pro- 
vides, not  that  all  the  clothes  shall  be  paid  for  by  the 
commission,  but  that  the  commission  shall  be  paid  for 
by  clothes.  *  So  far,  therefore,  as  the  clothes  exceed 
the  commission,  they  are  delivered  without  reference 
to  the  agreement,  and  debt  lies.  In  Slieldon  v.  Cox  {h) 
the  plaintiff  gave  a  horse  to  defendant  for  a  horse 
belonging  to  defendant,  and  five  guineas  ;  and,  the  de- 
fendant's horse  having  been  delivered  to  the  plaintiff, 

(o)  Sic.  (6)  S  B,  $  a  -120. 

M  m  4f  but 
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1839.       but  the  five  guineas  not  paid,  it  was  held  that  the  five 
-  guineas  might  be  recovered  in  indebitatus  assumpsit  for 

agamsi  horses  sold  and  delivered.  The  plaintiiF  here  shews  a 
primft  facie  right  by  proof  of  the  delivery  and  accept- 
ance of  the  clothes :  it  was  for  the  defendant  to  meet 
that,  by  evidence  that  a  larger  sum  than  the  value  of 
the  clothes  was  due  for  commission.  If  the  defendant 
had  sued  for  the  commission,  the  plaintiff  would  have 
been  bound  to  shew  that  he  had  delivered  clothes  to  the 
amount 

Sir  J.  CampbeUj  Attorney  General,  and  Busby^  contrL 
The  agreement  provides  for  a  periodical  settlement  of 
account,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  which  party  is 
indebted  to  the  other.  No  action  lies  for  what  is  done 
under  this  agreement  till  such  an  account  is  settled. 
This  is  not  like  a  common  contract  between  the  trades- 
men to  work  for  each  other,  without  any  provision  for 
settling  the  accounts :  though,  even  in  such  a  case,  it 
may  be  contended  that  it  would  not  be  sufficient  to 
declare  simply  for  work  and  labour,  and  leave  the  de- 
fendant to  meet  the  case  by  shewing  a  counter  claim 
under  the  agreement  Edmunds  v.  Harris  (a),  which 
seems  to  be  an  authority  the  other  way,  is  overruled  (i). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We  must  take 'it  as  if  .the 
special  agreement  had  been  the  first  thing  put  in  evi- 
dence. Then  the  plaintiff  would  have  had  to  shew  that 
the  value  of  the  clothes  delivered  had  exceeded  the 
value  of  the  commissions  upon  the  settlement  of 
accounts. 

(a)  2A.^E.4}4.  (6)  See  Hayielden  ▼.  Staff,  5  A,  ^  E.  153. 
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LiTTLEDALE  J.     Except  for  the  stipulation  as  to  the        1BS9. 


Oabxt 


settlement  of  accounts,  I  think  the  plaintiff  might  have 
recovered.   But  that  made  it  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff        agamtt 
to  shew,  as  a  preliminary  step,  that  a  settlement  had 
taken  place,  upon  which  the  balance  was  in  his  favour. 

Patteson  J.  Upon  the  issue  on  the  plea  of  nunquam 
indebitatus,  the  plaintiff  had  to  shew  that,  at  some  given 
time,  the  defendant  was  in  his  debt  If  there  had  been 
no  agreement,  he  might  have  done  this  by  proving  tbe 
delivery  and  acceptance  of  the  clothes.  Here  the  case 
k  as  if  the  plaintiff'  had  begun  by  putting  in  the  agree- 
ment; and  then,  as  that  shews  that  the  defendant  was  to 
receive  his  per  centage  in  clothes,  it  would  have  been  for 
the  defendant  to  show  a  per  centage  due  to  him  to  the 
amount  of  the  value  of  the  clothes,  except  for  the  stipu- 
lation as  to  the  periodical  settlement  of  accounts.  But 
that  stipulation  shews  that  the  parties  did  not  mean  that 
either  should  be  entitled  to  sue  the  other  whenever  there 
was  any  balance  one  way  or  the  other,  however  trifling; 
but  that  tbe  balance  was  to  be  taken  periodically,  and 
that  then  the  party  in  whose  favour  it  should  be  might 
claim  it.  Therefore,  till  such  a  settlement  took  place, 
there  was  no  debt ;  and  it  lay  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
the  fact  of  the  settlement  and  the  balance. 

Williams  J.  This  case  is  in  a  very  narrow  compaiss. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  was  indebted 
modo  et  formd,  that  is,  in  a  sum  to  be  paid  on  request. 
When  the  agreement  was  put  in,  it  was  clear  that  this 
was  not  an  ordinary  contract ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  to 
shew  that  there  was  a  debt  within  the  terms  of  the 
agreement 

Rule  absolute. 
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1839. 


Saturday, 
June  eth. 


Henry  Merry  and  Theqphilus  Merry  against 
Chapman,  Esquire. 

T^EBT.  The  declaration  stated  that  heretofore,  towit 
in  Michaelmas  term,  7  W.  4.,  die  plaintiffs  recovered 
judgment  in  this  Court,  in  assumpsit,  against  James 
JVnght  for  damages  and  costs;  that  afterwards,  towit 
21st  January  1837,  Wright  was  removed  by  habeas 
corpus  cum  caus&i  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Surreyy  who 
had  taken  Wright  under  a  testatum  ca,  sa.  on  the  judg- 
ment, and  had  him  in  custody  under  the  last-mentioned 
writ :  that,  upon  the  return  of  the  habeas  corpus,  Wright 
was  committed  by  a  Judge  to  the  custody  of  the  mar- 
shal of  this  Court,  charged,  among  other  things,  in 


In  debt  against 
tbe  marabal  of 
Q.  B.  for  an 
escape  of  ^.,a 
prisoner  in  cus- 
tody under  a 
ca.  sa.  at  the 
suit  of  plain- 
tiff, defendant 
pleaded  that 
ff,  had  the  pri- 
yilege  of  the 
rules ;  that  L. 
sued  out  a  ca- 
pias on  mesne 
process  agaitkst 
IT. ;  that  L. 
and  plaintiff, 
well  knowing 
that  W,  was  so 
privileged,  and 

not  legally  liable  to  be  arrested  out  of  the  rules,  <<  fraudulently,  illegally,  and  coTinoiisly, 
combined  and  conspired"  with  others  to  procure  IF.  to  be  arrested  on  X.*s  writ :  and,  in  pur- 
suance of  such  fraudulent  &c.,  caused  a  sheriff's  officer  to  watch  W,  to  ascertain  whether  be 
went  beyond  the  rules,  and  to  arrest  him  and  keep  him  without  the  rules,  if  he  did ;  that  XT., 
without  defendant^'s  consent,  went  without  the  rules ;  and,  while  he  was  so,  and  intended  to 
and  was  about  Jo  return  within  the  rules,  plaintiff  and  X.,  with  others  in  collusion  with 
them,  in  further  pursuance  &c.,  wrongfully  and  covinously  caused  ff.  to  be  arrested  and 
conveyed  to  a  place  without  the  rule^,  and  there  detained  during  such  time  as  was  required 
to  enable  plaintiff  to  sue  defendant  for  the  escape;  that,  had  not  /F.  been  so  collusively  and 
illegally  detained,  he  couid  have  returned  within  the  rules  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit ;  that,  aAer  the  commencement,  W,  returned  witliin  the  rules,  and  had  been  in  de- 
fendant's custody  ever  since;  and  that  defendant  had  no  notice  of  the  «scape  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit.  Replication  de  if{furiAf  as  to  all  but  the  allegation  that  Zm  sued 
out  and  prosecuted  his  writ,  &c.,  while  W,  was  entitled  to  the  rules. 

1.  It  was  proved  that  U»  employed  a  person  to  watch  for  fT,  and  procure  his  arrest 
and  detention  vrithout  the  rules,  at  the  suit  of  Z..,  while  ff,  appeared  to  be  intending  to  re- 
turn within  the  rules ;  and  that,  during  tbe  detention,  U,  went  with  the  attorney's  clerk  to 
take  out  the  writ  in  the  action  for  the  escape.  The  jury  having  been  satisfied  that  plaintiff 
was  a  party  to  27. 's  proceedings,  and  the  Judge  having  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
this  Court,  on  motion,  ordered  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that 
the  jury  might  infer  plaintiff's  privity  from  his  adopting  U.*a  acts  by  bringing  the  action; 
and  that  such  privity  proved  the  substance  of  the  issue. 

2.  But  the  Court  granted  judgment  for  tbe  plaintiff  non  obstante  veredicto,  the  plea 
not  shewing  that  W,  would  have  returned  within  the  rules  had  he  not  been  detained  vrith- 
out. 

3.  The  rule  for  entering  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  having  been  obtained  in  tbe 
first,  and  made  absolute  in  the  sixth,  term  after  the  trial,  tbe  Court,  upon  making  it  abso- 
lute, granted  the  rule  nisi  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto^  considering  the  case  an  ex- 
ception from  the  rule  of  HiL  2  W.  4.  I.  65. 

execution 
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execution,  for  the  sum  indorsed  on  the  ca.  sa. ;  that  de-        1839. 
fendant,  being  marshal,  received  and  had  Wright  in  his        Ti 
custody,  in  the  prison  of  the  Marshalsea^  in  execution        ogaintt 

CUAPBCAV. 

for  the  said  sum,  at  the  suit  of  plaintiffs :  that  after- 
wards, towit  on  27th  August  1837,  defendant  wrong- 
fully, unlawfully,  and  unjustly,  without  the  leave  or 
licence  of  plaintiffs,  and  against  their  will,  suffered  and 
permitted  Wright  to  escape  and  go  at  large  from  and 
out  of  the  s^id  prison^  and  out  of  the  said  custody  of  the 
said  defendant,  wheresoever  Wright  would,  without  re- 
straint, &c.,  the  plaintiffs  being  then  and  still  wholly 
unsatisfied  their  damages.  Sic. 

Fourth  plea.  That,  after  the  commitment  of  Wright, 
and  before  and  at  the  time  of  his  escape,  he  had  applied 
for  and  had  obtained  and  was  entitled  to  the  privilege  of 
residing  without  the  walls  of  the  prison,  and  of  living 
and  abiding  within  the  rules :  that,  while  he  was  so  en- 
titled, one  Thomas  Buckby  Lefevre^  heretofore,  towit 
26th  October  1837,  sued  out  a  capias  (on  mesne  process) 
in  this  Court,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Surrey,  indorsed 
for  bail,  which  was  delivered  to  the  said  sherifi^  who 
made  his  warrant  to  George  'Rutland,  his  bailifi^  marked 
for  bail,  which  was  delivered  to  Rutland  to  be  executed : 
that,  before  and  after  the  suing  out  of  the  writ  and 
granting  of  the  warrant  as  aforesaid,  T.  B.  Lefeore  and 
the  plaintiffs,  well  knowing  that  Wright  had  the  privilege 
and  benefit  of  the  rules,  and  was  not  legally  liable  to,  and 
ought  not  to  be,  arrested  or  taken  out  of  or  beyond  the 
limits  or  boundaries  thereof,  fraudulently,  illegally,  and 
covinously,  combined  and  conspired  together  with  divers 
others  persons  to  cause  and  procure  Wright  to  be  taken 
and  arrested  on  the  said  writ  and  warrant:  and,  in 
further  pursuance  of  such  fraudulent  and  covinous 
f>  combination 
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1889.        combination  and  conspiracy,  caused  and  procured  Rut' 
!^  land  to  watch  and  follow  Wright  to  ascertain  whether  he 

against  at  any  time  went  beyond  or  exceeded  the  limits  or  bound- 
aries  of  the  said  rules,  and  to  arrest  him  by  his  body  if 
he  should  go  beyond  &c.,  and  keep  and  detain  him  be- 
yond the  said  limits  and  boundaries :  that  afterwards, 
towit  on  the  said  26th  August^  and  while  Wright  was 
entitled  to,  and  had  obtained  the  benefit  of,  the  rules  as 
aforesaid,  Wright^  without  the  knowledge  or  consent 
and  against  the  will  of  defendant,  did  go  a  little  beyond 
the  limits  and  boundaries  of  the  rules,  towit  100 
yards  beyond  such  limits  and  boundaries:  and,  while 
Wright  intended,  and  was  about,  to  return  to  and 
within  the  said  limits  and  boundaries,  plainti&  and 
71  B.  Lefevrej  with  others  in  collusion  with  them,  in 
further  pursuance  of  the  said  fraudulent  contrivance  and 
combination,  wrongfully  and  covinously  caused  and  pro* 
cured  Wright  to  be  arrested  by  his  body,  and  carried  and 
conveyed  to  a  place  of  confinement,  at  a  great  distance 
from  the  said  limits  and  boundaries  of  the  rules,  towit 
three  miles  beyond  the  said  limits  or  boundaries,  and 
caused  and  procured  him  to  be  kept  and  detained  in 
such  place  of  confinement,  and  out  of  and  beyond  the 
said  limits  and  boundaries,  for  and  during  such  time 
as  was  required  to  enable  plaintiffs  to  sue  and  prosecute 
out  of  the  said  Court  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  a 
certain  writ  of  summons  against  the  defendant  for  the 
said  alleged  escape,  and  serve  the  defendant  with  a  copy 
thereof,  for  and  as  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to- 
wit for  the  space  of  six  hours  then  next  following : 
that,  had  not  Wright  been  so  coUusively  and  illegally 
arrested  and  detained,  he  could  have  returned  and  been 
within  the  limits  and  boundaries  of  the  rules  before  the 

commencement 


CiiAncAir. 


IN  THE  Second  Year  of  VICTORIA.  519 

commencement  of  this  suit:  that,  after  the  commence-        1 839. 

ment  of  this  suit,  and  after  defendant  was  served  with  a        """"^ 

Mk&kt  ; 

copy  of  the  writ  of  summons,  Wright  was  brought  back  agaxnd 
again  into  the  custody  of  defendant  as  such  marshal,  and 
that  the  defendant  did  thereupon  then  keep  and  detain, 
and  always  from  thence  hitherto  hath  kept  and  de- 
tained, and  still  doth  keep  and  detain,  Wright  in  the 
custody  of  this  defendant,  as  such  marshal  as  afore- 
said :  and  that  defendant  had  no  notice  or  knowledge  of 
the  said  escape  at  any  time  before  the  commencement  of 
this  suit ;  which  said  escape  in  this  plea  .mentioned  is 
the  same  &c. :  verification. 

Replication.  That,  although  true  it  is  that  T.  B. 
Lefpore  did,  while  Wright  had  obtained  and  was  so 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  rules,  sue  and  prosecute 
out  of  the  Court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  the  said  writ 
in  the  said  plto  mentioned,  and  that  the  sheriff  did 
make  his  warrant  in  writing-  directed  to  Rutland^  as  in 
that  plea  also  mentioned,  for  replication,  nevertheless, 
&c.  (de  injuriS  absque  residuo  causae). 

Issue  thereon. 

There  were  also  other  issues  in  fact. 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denrnan  C.  J.,  at  the  Mid'- 
dksex  sittings  after  Hilary  Term  1888,  it  appeared 
that  Wright  was  an  attorney;  that  a  person  named 
Underhill  employed  a  man  named  Pope  to  watch  for 
Wright  for  several  days  up  to  26th  August^  on  which  day 
Wright  went  to  his  owp  house,  without  the  rules,  and 
was  there  arrested  at  the  suit  6f  Lefeore.  Underhill 
was  not  present  at  the  arrest;  but  Pope  was  present, 
with  the  sheriff's  officer.  Wright  had  engaged  to  dine 
within  the  rules  about  two  o  clock.  Upon  being  arrested, 
Wright  desired  to  be  taken  back  within  the  rules ;  but 
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the  sheriff's  officer,  by  taking  him  back  by  a  circuitous 
route,  caused  a  delay,  during  which,  and  before  Wright 
returned  within  the  rules,  the  writ  in  the  present  action 
was  sued  out  and  served  upon  the  defendant.  Under^ 
hill  went  with  the  attorney's  clerk  to  take  out  this  last 
writ,  and,  at  the  same  time,  took  out  a  writ  in  an  action 
against  the  defendant  for  Wrighi's  escape  in  a  suit  in 
which  UnderhiU  himself  was  plaintiffl  Wright  was  after, 
wards  brought  back  within  the  rules.  Other  evidence- 
including  a  correspondence  between  Wright  and  one*of 
the  plaintiffi,  was  put  in,  shewing,  as  the  defendant 
contended,  that  UnderhiU  was  the  party  really  in* 
terested  in  the  judgment  obtained  by  the  plaintifis 
against  Wright*  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  con- 
tended that  this  evidence  did  not  connect  the  plaintiffs 
with  the  arrest  at  the  suit  of  Lefeore^  within  the  allega- 
tions of  the  fourth  plea.  The  other  issfies  liaving  been 
proved  for  the  pluntiff,  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  as  to 
the  issue  on  the  fourth  plea,  desired  the  jury  to  say 
whether  they  considered  UnderhiU  to  have  been  em- 
ployed by  the  plaintiffs  to  effect  the  arrest  under  the 
particular  circumstances.  The  jury  having  found  for 
the  defendant  on  this  issue,  his  Lordship  expressed  his 
opinion  that  the  plea  was  not  proved,  and  also  that  it 
was  bad;  and  he  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for 
the  plaintiff  on  all  the  issues,  reserving  leave  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  issue  on  the 
fourth  plea.  In  Easter  term,  1838,  Sir  John  CampbeU, 
Attorney  General,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly. 


Kelfyf  Craaoder^  and  Ogle  now  shewed  cause  {a).   The 
pl^  alleges  that  the  plaintii&  fraudulently,  illegally^ 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C  J.,  ZMUedak,  Patie$(m,  and  WUlkms  Js. 

and 
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and  eovinously,  combined  and -t:onspired  to  procure  1839. 
Wright  to  be  arrested  on  the  writ  issued  at  the  suit  of 
Lefeore.  Now  no  evidence  was  given  of  the  intervention 
of  the  plaintiffi.  There  may  have  been  evidence  for  the 
^ury  that  Ufulerhill  was  a  party  to  the  proceeding:  but 
he  is  not  identified  with  the  plaintifi^.  Even  admitting 
that  Underhill  was  a  party  interested  in  the  judgment 
obtained  by  the  plaintiffs,  upon  which  the  ca.  sa.  issued 
under  which  Wright  was  in  custody,  that  would  shew 
only  that  an  agent  of  the  plaintiiSs  had  conspired ;  and 
conspiracy  by  an  agent  is  not  a  conspiracy  by  the  prin^^ 
cipal,  unless  the  principal  be  privy  to  the  conspiracy. 
But,  in  fact,  the  evidence  does  not  shew  that  Underhill 
was  interested  in  the  judgment.  In  Hiscocks  v.  Jones  {a) 
it  was  held  that  the  marshal  might  defend  himself  by 
shewing  that  the  escape  was  by  the  fraud  of  a  party  for 
whose  benefit  the  judgment  had  been  assigned  to  another* 
Had  such  b  defence  been  raised  upon  this  record,  the 
plaintiff  would  have  traversed  the  allegation  that  Under^ 
hill  was  the  party  beneficially  interested  in  the  judg- 
ment, and  must  have  succeeded  on  the  evidence.  In 
Hiscocks  V.  Jones  (a)  the  party  enticed  the  prisoner  out 
of  the  rules;  here  it  merely  appears  that  Underhill 
learned  that  the  prisoner  was  out  of  the  riiles,  and  then 
executed  his  writ.  He  had  a  right  to  do  so,  even  if  he 
watched  for  the  opportunity.  The  marshal  was  liable 
for  the  escape  the  moment  Wright  was  out  of  the  rules. 
The  law  indeed  allows  the  marshal,  by  way  of  excuse 
(not  by  way  of  negativing  the  escape),  to  shew  that  he 
had  the  prisoner  in  custody  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  for  the  escape.     But  here  it  is 

(a)  Moo.  4r  M.  S69. 

not 
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1889.        not  denied  that  Wright^  without  any  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs  or  their  agents,  was  without  the  rules; 

MimmT 

aganut  and  the  charge,  if  fully  proved,  would  merely  shew  a  con- 
certed plan  to  prevent  the  marshal  from  relieving  himself 
from  an  action  to  which  he  was  actually  liable.  That, 
at  the  utmost,  would  be  ground  only  for  a  cross  action* 
But  there  is  no  evidence  that  Lefevre  was  not  a  bon& 
fide  creditor.  The  plea  allies  that  the  plamtifis  knew 
that  Wright  had  the  privilege  and  benefit  of  the  rules: 
but  in  fact  he  was  out  of  the  rules,  and  could  be  in  thjs 
enjoyment  of  no  privilege  whatever. 

Sir  John  CampbeU^  Attorney  General,  and  Petersdotff^ 
contra.  The  conspiracy. charged  is  not  a  criminal  con- 
spiracy, strictly  speaking:  the  allegation  substantially 
asserts  no  more  than  the  privity  of  the  plaintifl^  to  the 
trick.  Upon  this  issue  it  iis  not  incumbent  to  prove  a 
technical  conspiracy,  any  more  than  a  plaintiff  in  as- 
sumpsit is  bound  to  support  the  common  words  of  the 
breach  by  proving  a  contrivance  and  fraudulent  intention. 
On  the  evidence  it  is  clear  that  Underhill  was  a  piarty  to  a 
contrivance  to  deprive  the  marshal  of  the  defence  which 
the  law  allows  him.  If  that  was  the  purpose  of  the  ar- 
rest, whether  or  not  at  the  suit  of  a  bonA  fide  creditor, 
no  person  privy  to  the  arrest  has  a  right  to  complain  of 
the  escape.  The  privity  of  the  plaintiffs  to  UnderhilTs 
acts  is  shewn  by  Underhill  being  a  party  really  in- 
terested in  the  judgment  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiffi. 
Even  if  that  were  not  so,  there  was  clear  evidence  that 
the  plaintiffs  adopted  UnderhilTs  act.  His  act  is  there- 
fore their's;  and  the  issue  is  substantially  proved  by  the 
defendant.  It  would  have  been  enough  if  the  plea  had 
alleged  only  that  the  plaintifis  procured  Wright  to  be 

arrested 
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arrested  without  the  rules  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
the  marshal's  defence :  the  allegation  of  a  conspiracy  is 
surplusage*  Thus,  the  personal  presence  and  con- 
currence of  one  of  the  plaintifis  in  the  arrest  would  hare 
been  conclusive  evidence  in  support  of  the  plea,  though 
it  would  not  have  supported  a  technical  charge  of  con* 
spiracy  by  the  two  plaintiffs.  [Patteson  J.  An  alle- 
gation that  a  sheriff  has  obtained  a  bond  fraudulently 
may  be  supported  by  proof  that  his  agent  has  done 
so,  though  the  sheriff  is  not  personally  privy  to  the 
fraud  (a).] 

Cur,  adv.  vtdL 


1839« 

MlKKT 
CBAmAV. 


Lord  Denman  C.  X,  in  the  vacation  after  this  term 
(ISth  June)^  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  so  plain,  and  shew  the 
nature  of  the  transaction  so  clearly,  that  no  one  who 
attends  to  them  can  doubt  that  the  whole  was  a  trick 
and  contrivance  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Underhill  to  fix  the 
marshal  with  an  escape. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  acts  of  Underhill  were 
the  acts  of  the  plaintiffs.  On  the  26th  of  August 
Wright  was  in  custody  (i.  e.  having  the  benefit  of  the 
rules),  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiffi  in  execution,  and  at 
the  suit  of  Underhill  and  others  on  mesne  process. 
He  is  arrested  on  mesne  process  at  the  suit  of  Lefevre^ 
by  the  orders  of  Underhill^  whilst  out  of  the  rules ;  and 
he  is  kept  out  of  the  rules  against  his  will  until  Underhill 
himself,  with  an  attorney's  clerk,  fetches  tl>e  writ  in  this 
action,  and  also  a  writ  at  the  suit  of  Undahill  and 
others  for  the  escape :  and  the  marshal  is  served  with 


(o)  8m  Rofhad  f .  GoodmmHt  BA.^B.  565. 

Vol.  X.  N  n  them : 


CBArMAIC* 


524  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

18S9.        them:  after  which    Wright  is  brought  back  within  the 
roles. 

agahui  The  plauiUflb  in  this  action  adopt  the  act  of  Under-- 

hill  in  so  procuring  the  writ;  for  they  go  on  to  declare 
and  prosecute  the  suit :  and  it  surely  was  a  question  for 
the  jury,  whether  they  did  not,  by  such  adoption,  make 
themselves  parties  to  the  whole  of  UnderhilFs  trick  and 
contrivance. 

Two  letters  were  in  evidence,  one  of  the  10th  March 
1887,  from  Wright  to  one  of  the  plaintiffi;  theotheo 
the  answer  on  the  24th  March.  The  defendant  wished 
to  infer  from  them  that  Underhill  was  the  party  really 
interested  in  the  judgment  obtained  by  the  plaintiffs : 
but,  on  attending  to  the  language  of  them,  though  they 
shew  an  intimate  connection  between  hefevre  and  the 
plaintifis,  their  direct  reference  is,  not  to  that  judgment, 
but  to  a  threatened  arrest  on  the  bill  held  by  Lefevre^ 
and  on  which  the  arrest  in  August  afterwards  took 
place. 

But  the  circumstances  under  which,  and  the  persons 
by  whom,  the  writ  in  this  action  was  sued  out  form 
adequate  ground  for  charging  the  plaintiffs  with  col- 
lusion and  trick ;  and  surely  the  jury  might  well  bold 
that  they  were  parties  to  it. 

Rule  absolute. 

In  this  term,  Kelly  obtained  a  rule  for  entering  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff,  non  obstante  veredicto  (a).  In  the 
Michaelmas  vacation  following  (28th  November  1839), 

Sir 

(a)  The  rule  nisi  was  entered  as  of  June  ISth,  1839,  the  last  day  of 
term,  having  been  granted  by  the  Court  at  the  time  {June  ISth)  of  mak- 
ing the  former  rule  absolute,  and  having  been  so  entered  to  avoid  dating 
a  rule  nisi  in  vacation.     In  shewing  cause,  the  Attorney  General  sug- 
gested 
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Sir  John  Campbell^  Attorney  General,  and  Peters^  1839. 
dtnffj  shewed  cause.  The  plea  shews  that  the  plainttfFs, 
by  their  own  fraud,  prevented  Wright  from  returning 
in  time  to  save  the  escape:  they,  therefore,  have  no 
right  to  complain  of  the  escape.  All  escapes  are  negli- 
gent,  except  those  which  are  voluntary,  or  which 
happen  by  the  act  of  God  or  of  an  enemy.  Thus,  an 
escape  which  results  from  the  prison  being  demolished 
by  rioters  is  negligent  (a).  On  a  negligent  escape,  if 
the  sheriff  ratake  before  action  brought,  it  is  an  answer; 
Bigewa^s  Case  {b) :  which,  by  $tat,  S  ScB  fV.S.  c.  27. 
Sn  6.,  must  be  specially  pleaded.  A  voluntary  return 
by  the  prisoner  may  be  also  pleaded,  being  equivalent 
to  a  recaption ;  Bonafous  v.  Walker  {c\  Chambers  v. 
Jones  {d).  Here,  therefore,  the  plaintiffs  have  pre- 
vented that  which  would  have  negatived  the  complaint ; 
and  it  is  as  if  they  had  actually  contrived  the  escape  in 
the  first  instance,  in  which  case  they  could  not  have 
recovered ;  Hiscocks  v.  Jones  (e).  So  leave  and  licence 
would  be  a  good  plea.  Besides,  it  appeared  that  Wright 
was  an  attorney ;  the  arrest  was  therefore  illegal,  since 
he  was  privileged  {g)* 

Kelly  (with  whom  was  Ogle)  contrd.    At  the  time  of 
the  alleged  arrest  under  the  writ  at  the  suit  of  Lefevre^ 

getted  that  the  second  rule  was  obtained  too  late,  wider  A.  HiL  2  W,  4. 
I.  65.  {3B.  SfAd,  SSS.}»  unless  there  was  an  impHed  exception;  but 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.  said  tliat  the  case  was  not  within  the  rule.  Se« 
Lumby  ▼.  AUday^  1  Tyrwh,  217.,  and  note  at  p.  225.  there. 

(a)  Se«  ElUutt  ▼.  The  Duke  of  Noffilky  4  T.  R.  789. 

(6)  3  Rep.  52  a.     See  note  (B)  in  Thomas  and  Fraser^n  edition* 

(c)  2  T.  M.  126.  (d)  1 1  Sast,  406. 

(0  Moo.  i  M.  269. 

(ff)  Butsee  Jyfet  ?.  ITifton,  4  J9.  ^Ald,  SB.  And  see  stat  12G.9, 
e.  19.  s.9. 

]^  n  2  there 


CHAnCAM. 


SM  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

18  89.  there  was  a  complete  cause  of  action ;  note  (1)  to  Janes 
V.  Pope  (a).     Then  it  is  said  that  the  plea  shews  that, 

^agmntt  but  for  the  act  of  the  plaindfis,  fresh  facts  would  have 
taken  place  which  would  have  constituted  an  excuse. 
That,  however,  would  shew  only  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
liable  to  a  cross  action,  or  possibly  to  an  indictment. 
But  the  plea  does  not  shew  that  Wright  would  have  re- 
turned before  the  action  was  brought.  It  alleges  only 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  arrest,  Wright  intended  to  and 
was  about  to  return  within  the  rules,  and  that,  had  he 
not  been  so  arrested,  he  coidd  (not  would)  have  returned 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  The  intended 
return  might,  had  there  been  no  arrest,  have  taken 
place,  consistently  with  this  plea,  a  month  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action.  In  Regina  v.  Braamlow  {b) 
it  was  held  that  the  word  "  instantly,"  in  a  coroner's  in- 
quest, was  not  equivalent  to  **  then.''  The  allegation 
that  the  plaintiffs  kept  and  detained  Wright  without  the 
rules,  during  such  time  as  was  required  to  enable  the 
plaintiffs  to  sue  out  their  writ,  is  equally  mdefinite.  [Pa/- 
teson  J.  The  conspiracy,  as  alleged,  was  to  procure  the 
arrest,  not  to  detain  for  any  time.  Coleridge  J.  Con- 
sistently with  the  plea,  Wright  might  have  been  arrested 
and  released  before  the  time  at  which  he  would  have 
returned  had  there  been  no  arrest] 

Per  Curiam  (c)  (stopping  Ogle)j 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  1  Wmt.  Sound.  SSa.  (6)  11  A.  i  £.119. 

(c)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patieton,  Wmamif  and  Coleridge  Js. 
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1839. 

The  Duke  of  Beaufort  against  Welch.  j^^^fuih. 

BY  an  order  of  nisi  prius  at  the  Gloucester  assizes,  AMumpdt  on  a 

July  1838,  a  verdict  was  taken  m  the  above  cause  project  certain 

for  2000/.,  subject  to  the  award  of  C.  JV^  to  whom  it  ^Mninecertain 

was  referred,  "to  settle  the  cause  and  all  matters  in  ^ilmJiuST' 

difference"  between  the  parties;  the  arbitrator  to  have  ^^    ^^•■•» 

•^  '  .  1.  Non  as- 

the  same  power  as  a  judge  to  certify  as  to  costs,  and  to  •jnipdt ;  2. 

order  and  determine  what  he  should  think  fit  to  be  done  s.  That  defend- 
ant did  use  care^ 

by  the  parties  respecting  the  matters  in  dispute;  the  AcMinprojecu 

costs  of  the  cause  to  abide  the  event  of  the  award,  and  4.Tbat^^d 

the  costs  of  the  reference  to  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  i^^I^„ing 

aroitrator.  ^^  ^^^  ^^ 

The  declaration  in  the  action  contained  a   special  ™*«e»>ndif- 

*^  ference  were 

count  in  assumpsit  on  a  retainer  of  defendant  by  plain-  nferred  by 

*^  .  .  .  order  of  Niu 

tiff  to  project  and  design  certain  apparatus  for  warming  Prius;  cosu 

1   .     -tv9     1-1  •It  of  the  cause 

plamtiif  s  house  with  warm  water,  to  supermtend  the  to  abide  the 

fixing  of  it,  to  examine  the  bills  of  the  persons  em-  award  found 

ployed  to  fix  it,  and  to  certify  their  reasonableness;  on^ist*2d*and 

and  it  alleged  a  promise  to  use  due  care,  skill,  and  f^^^g^^ 

dilifi:ence  in  and  about  the  premises.     Breach,  that  de-  ^   ^*^  **>•* 

°  ^  '^  'the  award  was 

fendant  did  not  use  due  care,  skill,  or  diligence,  &c.,  good»andnot 

:  ,  11  .  r  »  t     t  ^  n  repugnant;  for 

With   an   allegation    of  special  damage.      Counts  for  that  the  finding 

money  had  and  received,  and  account  stated.     Pleas  :  4th  issues  must 

1.  Non  assumpsit     2.  Denial  of  the  retainer  alleged  in  bypoStical,** 

the  first  count.     3.  As  to  part  of  the  first  count,  that  ^f^l^^^^f 

defendant  did   use  due  care,   skill,   and  diligence   in  <*e*ennjnij>gthe 

'  '  o  cosU  of  them ; 

and  about  projecting  and  designing,  and  superintending:  *"^  ^^^  ^^ 

the  fixing  of  the  apparatus.     4.  As  to  other  part  of  tlie  inferred,  from. 

such  finding, 
that  there  waa 
matter  in  difference  in  reapect  of  work  done,  other  than  the  work  included  in  the  action. 

Nu  3  first 
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1839.        first  county  that  he  did  use  due  care,  &c.,  in  examining 
the  bills  of  the  persons  employed.     5.  As  to  the  money 
Bka  ufort      counts,  a  set  off 

tigoiiui  

Wklcb.  The  arbitrator  directed,  by  his  award,  that  a  rerdict 

should  be  entered  for  defendant ;  that  the  first,  second, 
and  fourth  issues  should  be  also  found  and  entered  for 
him ;  and  that  the  third  and  fifth  issues  should  be  found 
and  entered  for  plaintifil 

In  last  Easter  term  Ludlow  Seijt,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  moved  to  set  aside  the  award,  and  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  on  the  ground,  among  others,  that  the  award 
was  inconsistent  and  contradictory  in  finding  the  first, 
second,  and  fourth  issues  for  defendant,  and  third  and 
fifth  for  plaintiff  i  and  that  there  were  matters  in  dif- 
ference which  were  left  unsettled  (a). 

Talfourd  Seijt.  and  22.  V.  Richards  now  shewed  cause. 
As  the  costs  are  to  abide  the  event,  it  was  necessary  for 
the  arbitrator  to  find  upon  every  issue,  in  order  that 
the  costs  of  each  might  be  distinguished.  The  effect  of 
the  finding  is,  that  there  was  no  such  contract  by,  or 
retainer  of,  the  defendant  as  stated  in  the  declaration ; 
but  that,  supposing  there  was  one,  the  defendant  had 
failed  in  the  performance  of  that  part  of  it  which  obliged 
him  to  project  and  design  the  apparatus,  &c.,  with  care, 
skill,  and  diligence,  though  he  had  properly  examined 
the  bills.  Perhaps  the  defendant  may  have  been  re- 
tained to  carry  into  effect  the  project  and  design  of  some 
other  person,  and  therefore  could  not  be  said  to  have 
used  care  and  skill   in   projecting  and   designing  the 

(a)  There  were  affldaTita  to  shew  that  there  were  other  matten  in 
differenoe  before  the  arbitrator,  besides  those  included  in  the  action ;  but 
4bey  were  not  considered  satisfactory  by  the  Court. 

apparatus 
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apparatus  himself.     As  to  other  matters  in  difference,        1839. 
none  are  shewn*  ^  _  .    _, 

The  Duke  of 
Bkaufom 

Ludhtv  Serjt,  contra,  llie  award  is  repugnant  on  Wklcb. 
the  face  of  it^  and  therefore  bad.  If  the  defendant 
entered  into  no  contract  at  all,  he  cannot  have  per* 
formed  any  part  of  it,  as  is  found  on  the  fourth  issue. 
If  he  improperly  performed  part  of  it,  as  found  on  the 
third  issue,  then  there  must  have  been  a  contract  to 
perform.  A  traverse,  and  a  confession  and  avoidance, 
cannot  both  be  true.  If  it  be  said  that  the  works 
found  to  be  improperly  done  on  the  third  issue  are  not 
the  works  contracted  for,  then  there  must  have  been 
.some  other  works  not  included  in  the  action,  and  on 
which  no  award  has  been  made.  If  there  be  any  doubt 
whether  the  award  comprehends  every  matter  sub- 
mitted, then  it  is  bad,  because  it  leaves  a  question  open 
to  litigation,  as  appears  from  the  language  of  Patteson  J. 
in  In  the  matter  of  Tribe  and  Upperton  (a). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  is  no  inconsistency.  The 
award  shews  that  there  was  no  contract;  but  that,  if 
there  was  one^  then  one  of  the  alleged  breaches  of  it 
was  proved.  So  the  defendant  may  have  performed  the 
alleged  work,  yet  not  have  contracted  to  perform  it  at 
all.  We  cannot  infer  from  the  award  that  there  was 
any  other  matter  in  issue. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  It  is  found  that  the  defendant  did 
use  due  care  and  skill  in  and  about  a  business  which  he 
had  not  contracted  to  execute.     This  is  possible;  for 

(a)  SA,  ^  E.  302. 

N  n  4  he 
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1889.     '  he  may  have  execated  it  voluntarily  and  without  any 

". "        obligation  to  do  so. 
Tht  Duke  of 
Bbaufou. 

ivblch.  Patt£son  J.     It  is  sought  to  set  aside  the  award  by 

inference;  but  it  does  not  appear  under  what  circum- 
stances the  work  was  done ;  nor  does  the  plfuntiff  dis- 
tinctly shew,  by  affidavit  or  otherwise,  that  work  was 
done  independently  of  that  in  respect  of  which  the 
action  was  brought.  The  declaration  charges  a  re- 
tainer, which  is  negauved  by  the  award.  The  finding 
on  the  remaining  issues  is  material  only  for  the  purpose 
of  settling  the  costs  of  them.  The  arbitrator  is  there- 
fore obliged  to  find  upon  them  hypothetically.  He 
says  that,  taking  the  contract  as  stated,  the  defendimt, 
as  to  part,  performed  it,  and,  as  to  another  part,  did 
not  perform  it. 

Williams  J.  The  imputation  of  negligence  in  the 
performance  of  certain  work,  as  established  by  the  find- 
ing on  the  third  plea,  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  the 
defendant  had  engaged,  or  was  retained,  to  perform  it 
with  care,  skill,  and  diligence,  or  that  he  was  employed 
to  do  work,  other  than  that  included  in  the  action.  The 
finding  on  all  the  pleas  after  the  first  and  second  is 
hypothetical,  and  only  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
tributing the  costs. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  In  such  cases,  it  is  a  rule  to 
discharge  with  costs. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs. 
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The  Queen  against  The   Eastern  Counties  j^^^f^ 
Railway  Company. 

CIR  J-  CAMPBELLy   Attorney   General,    in    last  ^^^^ 
Easter  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus,   ^.4.  ccn^ 

local  and  per- 

commandiug  the  defendants  to  proceed   to  make  and  sonal,  public) 
complete  a  railway  from  London  to  Norwich  and  Yar'  that  the  mak. 
mouthy  passing  by  Bomfordy  Chelmsfbrdy  Colchester  and  ^u^  Londm 
Ipswich,  according  to  the  provisions  of  an  act  &c.  (6  &  y^^jj^  *™* 
7  fV*  i.  c.  cvi.,  local  and  personal,  public),  and  another  2Sto? j^  ^^ 
act  (1  &  2  Vict,  c.  Ixxxi.,  local  and  personal,  public  (a) ),  would  be  of 

great  public 
and  advantage;  and 
thatpenons 
named  were  willing  at  their  own  costs  to  carry  the  undertaking  into  execution.  The 
persons  named,  wi&  other  shareholders,  were  incorporated  into  a  company  to  cany  the 
act  into  execution.  They  were  authorised  to  raise  by  shares  1,600,000/1  (which,  it 
was  recited,  was  the  probable  expense),  and,  in  ease  that  sum  should  not  be  sufficient, 
to  borrow  on  mortgage,  or  raise  by  additional  shares,  533,333/.  The  line  was  set 
out  in  the  act,  describing  the  places  from  London  through  MtdtUeser,  Ettex,  SugiMc,  and 
Noijofkf  with  two  termini,  one  at  Nonaekt  the  other  at  Yarmouth,  The  usual  powers  to 
take  lands  were  conferred,  with  power  to  deviate  froui  the  line  to  a  limited  extent  All 
the  1,600,000/.  was  to  be  subticribed  for,  before  the  company  could  exercise  their  com- 
pulsory powers ;  and  these  powers  were  to  cease,  unless  executed  within  two  years :  and,  if 
the  whole  work  was  not  completed  in  seven  years  (unless  prevented  by  inevitable  accident), 
all  their  powers  were  to  cease,  except  as  to  the  part  (if  any)  completed.  If  any  part  was 
abandoned,  the  lands  were,  as  to  that  part,  to  vest  in  the  owners  of  the  lands  adjoining. 

By  a  second  act  (1  &  S  Via,  c.  Ixxxi.,  local  and  personal,  public)  two  years  more  were 
added  to  the  first  two  years ;  and  the  company  were  forbidden  to  deviate,  unless  the  line 
of  deviation  were  set  out  within  one  year  from  the  passing  of  the  last  acL 

On  application  for  a  mandamus  to  the  company  to  proceed  with  the  whole  line,  setting 
out  deviations,  &c.,  and  to  purchase  the  necessary  lands,  it  appearing  to  the  Court  that  the 
affidaviu  shewed  reasonable  ground  for  believing  that  the  company  intended  to  complete  the 
line  from  London  to  Cokhnter  only,  and  to  abandon  the  rest,  the  writ  was  granted,  though 
the  company  stated  that  they  had  not,  nor  could  raise  without  a  new  act,  funds  sufficient 
to  complete  the  line. 

The  mandamus  suggested  that  the  company  had  been  required  to  define  the  deviations, 
and  complete  the  railway  to  Norwich  and  Yarmouth^  but  that  they  had  refused  and  ne- 
glected to  purchase  the  necessary  lands  between  CoicAetter  and  Norwich,  and  Norud^  and 
Yarmouih,  or  set  out  the  deviations,  or  to  make  and  complete  the  railway.  There  was  no 
averment  that  the  company  had  abandoned  the  design,  or  were  not  proceeding  with  all 
convenient  speed,  or  that  a  reasonable  time  bad  elapsed  without  proper  preparations,  or 
that  deviations  would  be  expedient 

Held,  that  the  mandamus  was  insufficient. 

When  cause  is  shewn  against  a  rule  for  a  mandamus,  the  objection,  that  no  sofficient 
demand  and  refusal  appear,  must  be  taken  before  the  merits  are  discussed. 

(a)  Stat.'6  &  7  IF.  4.  c.  cvi.,  local  and  personal,  public,  is  *'  For  making 
a  railway  from  London  to  Norwich  and  Yarmouth,  by  Romford,  Chelm^ord, 
ColeheUer,  and  Ip9wieh,  to  be  called  •  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway."* 
(Royal  Assent,  4th  July,  1836.). 

Sect 
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TbeQuwv 

againsi 

The  Eastsk* 

CouimxB 

Railway 

Company. 


and  especially  to  set  out  and  define  the  line  of  the  said 
railway,  particularly  that  part  thereof,  lying  between  Co/- 

chesler 


Sect  1  recites  that  "  the  making  a  railway  from  London  to  Norwick 
and  Yenrmouth,  pasting  by  Ron^ordy  Chdmford^  CokheiUr,  and  JjpawioA, 
would  be  of  great  public  advantage  by  opening  an  additional,  certain,  and 
expeditious  communication  between  those  cities  and  towns  and  the  in- 
termediate and  adjacent  towns  and  districts,  and  also  by  fadfitating  the 
means  of  intercourse  between  the  metropolis  and  the  eastern  districts  of 
England  i**  and  that  '*  the  several  persons  hereinafter  named  are  willing  at 
their  own  costs  and  diarges  to  carry  tlie  said  undertaking  into  execution, 
but  the  same  cannot  be  effected  without  the  authority  of  parliament :  ** 
and  incorporates  certain  persons  named,  and  ail  present  or  future  suIn 
scribers,  their  successors,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  by  the 
name  of  '<  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company,"  giving  them  power 
to  purchttse,  hold  and  sell  lands  for  the  use  of  the  undertaking ;  and 
enacts  that  « they  shall  also  have  and  exercise  all  other  powers  mid 
authorities  which  are  hereinafter  given  or  mentioned.** 

Sect  3  enacts  "  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  laid  company  to  raise 
amongst  themselves  any  sum  of  money  for  making  and  maintaining  the 
said  railway  and  other  works  by  this  act  authorised,  not  exceeding  in  the 
whole  1,600,000/.,**  to  be  divided  into  shares  of  25L  each.  Sect.  4  gives 
the  company  power  to  sue  subscribers  for  their  subscriptions.  Sect  5 
enacts  <*  tliat  the  money  to  be  raised  by  the  said  company  by  virtue  of 
this  act  shall  be  hid  out  and  applied,  in  the  first  place,  in  paying  and  dis- 
charging all  costs  and  expenses  incurrecT  in  applying  for,  obtaining,  and 
passing  this  act,  and  all  other  expenses  preparatory  or  relating  thereto,  and 
afterwards  the  remainder  of  such  money  shall  be  applied  in,  for,  and  towards 
purchasing  lands,  and  making  and  maintaining  the  said  railway  and  other 
works,  and  in  otherwise  carrying  this  act  into  execution.** 

Sect  6  enacts  **  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  company  and  they 
are  hereby  empowered  to  make  and  maintain  the  railway  hereinafter 
mentioned,  with  all  proper  works  and  conveniences  connected  therewith, 
in  the  line  or  course,  and  upon,  across,  under,  or  over  the  lands  deli« 
nested  upon  the  amended  plan,  and  described  in  the  amended  book  of  re- 
ference to  be  deposited  with  the  respective  clerks  of  the  peace  for  the 
counties  of  Middlesex,  Ettex,  Suffolk^  and  Norfolk,  and  tlie  town  and 
county  of  the  city  of  Norwick ;  (that  is  to  say,)  a  railway  comraendng  at 
or  near  High  Street,  Shoreditch,  in  the  parish  of  iSf.  Leonard^g  Skoreditck 
in  tlie  county  of  Middlesex,  and  to  terminate  in,  at,  or  near  Nortvich  and 
Great  YarmotUh,  (that  is  to  say,  as  regards  Norwich,  in,  at,  or  near  Car^ 
row  Abbetf  Fidd  in  or  near  .the  city  and  county  of  Norwich,  and  as  regards 
Great  YarmoyJth,  at  or  near  the  new  suspension  bridge  in  Great  YarmotUh 

aforesaid,) 
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Chester  and  Normichj  and  Norwich  and  Yarmouihy  devi- 
ating from  tlie  line  laid  down  on  the  plans  in  the  said 

last- 


aforeMid,)  and  passing  from,  through,  or  into  the  parishes,  townships,  and 
places  of  CSkrist  Ckurdk  SpUayiddt^*  &&,  **  or  some  of  them,  all  in  tha 
oounty  of  Middletacg  Lmo  Loj^ton,**  &c.,  certain  places  named  in  the 
bohmgh  of  ColckeUerf  &c.,  **  or  some  of  them,  all  in  the  county  of  Euexs 
Eatt  BurghoU;*  &Cm  "  IFiiheringtett,'*  drc,  «*or  some  of  them,  all  in  the 
county  of  Suffolk  i  Seok,**  &c.,  "  or  some  of  them,  all  in  the  county  of 
Norfolk;  Norvnch,  Thorpe^*  &c.,  « or  some  of  them,  all  in  the  city  and 
county  of  Norwich ;  IFUHngkamt'^&c,,  '*and  certain  eztra*paiocliial. lands, 
or  some  of  them,  all  in  the  county  of  Norfidk,**  Sect.  7,  reciting  that, 
since  the  depositing  of  the  maps,  &c,  and  books  of  reference,  certain 
alterationa  of  the  line  had  been  agreed  upon  with  the  concurrence  of 
owners  and  occupiers,  enacts  thst  maps  or  plans,  describing  the  line  aa 
agreed  to  be  altered,  together  with  amended  books  of  reference  thereto, 
shall  be  deposited  with  the  said  clerks  of  tlie  peace  respectively.  Sect  9 
and  several  following  sections  give  the  ordinary  powers  to  take  lands,  &c., 
by  purchase,  or,  in  default  of  agreement,  on  paying  sums  to  be  assessed  by 
a  jury.  By  sect.  5S  the  company  could  take  no  building  erected  before 
90th  November  I8S5,  nor  any  ground  then  used  as  a  garden,  orchard,  yard, 
&C.,  without  the  owner's  consent,  unless  specified  in  the  schedule  an-> 
nezed  to  the  act,  or  omitted  by  mistake,  to  be  certified  as  there  provided. 

Sect.  54  defines  the  breadth  of  the  railway.  Sect  SS  enacU  '<  that  the 
said  company  in  making  the  said  railway  and  other  worka  by  this  act 
authorised  shall  have  full  power  and  authority  to  deviate  from  the  line 
delineated  on  tha  maps  or  plans  so  deposited  with  the  clerks  of  the  peace," 
with  certain  limitations  as  to  extent ;  and  no  deviation  is  to  be  made  into 
the  lands  of  persons  not  mentioned  in  the  book  of  reference,  or  omitted 
by  mistake :  such  omission  to  be  certified  as  provided  in  the  act 

Sect.  130^  and  several  sections  foil '^ wing,  provide  for  periodical  general 
and  special  general  meetings  of  the  company,  and  for  the  method  of  voting 
by  the  shareholders  at  such  meetings.  Sect.  1S8  names  the  first  directors 
of  the  company,  who  are  thereby  appointed  "  to  manage  the  afiTairs  of  the 
said  company : "  five  to  be  a  quorum ;  and  subsequent  sections  provide  for 
the  election  of  successors  to  them  by  the  shareholders.  Sect.  144  enaeta 
**  that  the  directors  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  company  shall  superiateadi 
all  the  afiTairs  thereof,  and  have  power  to  use  the  common  seal  of  the  said 
company  on  their  behalf,  and  shall  have  full  power  and  authority  to  do  aR 
acU  whatsoever  for  carrying  into  effect  the  purposes  of  this  act  and  for  the 
management  regulation,  and  direction  of  the  affairs  of  the  said  company, 
or  relative  thereto,  which  such  company  are  by  this  act  authorised  to  do 
(except  such  as  are  herein  required  and  directed  to  be  done  at  some  ge- 
neral 
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1839.        last-mentioned  act  in  that  behalf  referred  to;  and  to 

^^  proceed  to  purchase  the  lands  necessary  to  the  making 

(fgauui  and 

Hie  Eamtemm 

Coaimn         

RaUway 
Company.        neral  or  Special  geneial  meeting  of  the  laid  company).  **    Sect  158  givea 

power  to  make,  at  the  general  and  kpecia]  general  mcetinga»  <*  luch  bj- 
laws,  orden,  and  rules  as  to  them  shall  seem  expedient  for  regulating  the 
proceedings,  and  remunemting  and  reimburung  the  expenses  of  the  direc- 
tors, and  for  the  good  government  of  the  officers  and  servants  of  the  said 
.  company,  and  for  the  numagement  of  the  said  undertaking  in  all  reqiccts 
whatsoever." 

Sect  159  gives  the  directors  power  to  make  calls,  not  exceeding  9L  per 
share,  at  intervals  of  not  less  than  three  months,  and  on  notice  of  at  least 
twenty.one  days ;  and  provisions  are  made  for  enforcing  the  calls.  Sect 
174  authorises  the  public  to  use  the  railway  on  payment  of  certain  tolls, 
and  in  coafonnity  with  regulations,  to  be  determined  as  there  and  in 
subsequent  sections  specified.  Sect  177,  and  sections  following,  give  the 
company  power  to  cany  goods  and  passengers  at  such  charges  for  carriage 
«s  they  shall  determine  upon,  in  addition  to  the  toiU,  &c,  before  autho* 
riaed. 

Sect  29a  **  And  whereas  the  probable  expense  of  making  the  said 
railway  and  other  works  hereby  authorised  will  amount  to  the  sum  of 
l^eOOfiOOL,  and  the  sum  of  1,300^000/.  and  upwards,  or  upwards  of  four- 
fifths  thereoi;  has  been  already  subscribed  for  by  several  perK>ns  under  a 
<»ntfact  bmding  themselves,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  for  the  payment  of  the  several  sums  by  them  respectively  sub- 
•ci^Md  for ;  be  ti  therefore  enacted,  that  the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of 
1,S0(MXX)L  shall  hesubscribed  for  in  like  manner  befora  any  of  the  powers 
given  by  this  act  iu  relation  to  the  compulsory  taking  of  land  for  the  pur* 
poses «f  the  said  railway  shall  be  put  in  force."  Sect  S81  enacto  that  a 
certificate  cf «  justice  shall  be  evidence  that  the  1,60(VXXM.  has  been  sub- 
scribed. 

Sect  -SSS  «naots  **  that  unless  the  said  company  shall  within  the  space 
of  two  years,  to  be  computed  from  the  passing  of  this  act,  agree  for  or 
cause  fa  be  Wued  and  paid  for  as  herein  mentioned  the  lands  which  they 
are  by  tliis  act  empowered  to  take  or  use,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  ha 
4by  them  deemed  necessary  and  pfcper  for  the  purposes  of  making  the 
said  ^Iwoy  a»d  other  works  hereby  authorised"  (with  an  exception  sped- 
ied)i "  then  and  from  thenceforth  the  powers  which  are  hereby  granted  to 
<hem  for  compulsorily  requiring,  taking,  or  using  such  lands  shall  cease 
and  bo  utterly  void  (save  and  except  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  the 
owners  and  occupiers  thereof  respectively).*'  Sect  S23  enacts  "that 
so  case  the  said  railway  and  works  shall  not  have  been  made  and  com- 
pleted (unless  prevented  by  inevitable  accident)  within  the  space  of  seven 

yean. 
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and  completing  the  s^d  railway,  and  lying  between  Col- 
Chester  and  Norwich^  and  Norwich  and  Yarmouth  afore- 
said, 


yean,  to  be  computed  from  the  psanng  of  this  act,  then  from  uid  afrer 
the  ezpiratioo  of  the  amid  term  of  seven  years  all  the  powers,  authorities^ 
and  privileges  given  by  diis  act  shall  thenceforth  cease  and  determine^  save 
only  and  except  as  to  so  much  (if  any)  of  the  said  railway  and  works  as 
shall  be  declared  and  certified  to  have  been  completed  within  the  said 
term  by  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  said  counties  of  Mtdiktex^  JBM$ex, 
Suffblk,  and  Norfolk^  and  the  said  town  and  county  of  the  city  of  NonBtch^ 
or  any  one  of  them,  assembled  at  any  general  or  quarter  sessions  of  the 
peace  to  be  holden  in  and  for  the  said  counties  or  any  of  them  at  any  time 
before  the  expiration  of  the  said  term  of  seven  years,  or  within  six  calen- 
dar months  next  after  the  expintion  thereof.** 

Sect  St46  enacts  "  that  in  case  the  money  by  this  act  authorised  to  be 
nosed  by  subscription,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  shall  be  found  insuffi- 
cient for  the  making,  completing,  and  maintaining  of  the  ssid  railway  and 
other  works  by  this  act  authorized  to  be  made,  and  for  defraying  aH 
necessary  charges  and  expences  relating  thereto  or  for  the  purposes  of  this 
act,  and  the  said  company  shall  be  desirous  of  raising  a  further  and  addi- 
tional sum  of  mcmey,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  company,  by  an  order 
of  any  general  or  special  general  meeting  thereof,  to  borrow  and  take  up 
at  interest  any  such  further  or  additional  sum,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole 
the  sum  of  533,333/.,  on  the  credit  of  the  said  undertaking,  as  to  them 
shall  seem  meet  and  convenient ;  and  the  said  company  or  the  directors 
thereof,  after  an  order  shall  have  been  made  for  that  purpose  at  any 
gcnenl  or  special  general  meeting  of  the  said  company,  are  hereby  autho- 
rised and  empowered  to  mortgage  and  assign  the  property  of  the  said 
undertaking,  and  the  rates,  tolls,  and  other  sums  arising  or  to  arise  by 
virtue  of  this  act,  or  any  part  thereof,"  (paying  the  costs  of  the  assignment 
out  of  the  tolls,  &c.),  «  as  a  security  for  any  further  sum  of  money  to  be 
borrowed  as  aforesaid,  with  interest,  to  such  person  as  shall  advance  the 
aame.**  The  same  section,  and  following  ones,  lay  down  provisions  for 
enabling  the  mortgagees  to  avail  themselves  of  the  securities.  Sect  858 
empowers  the  company  to  raise  any  part  of  the  additional  sim  by  new 
shares,  in  augmentation  of  their  capital,  instead  of  mortgage. 

Sect  854  enacts  •*  that  if  the  railway  or  any  part  thereof  shall  at  any 
time  hereafter  be  abandoned  or  given  up  by  the  said  company,  or  after  the 
same  shall  have  been  completed  shall  for  the  space  of  three  years  cease  to 
be  used  and  employed  as  a  railway  or  otherwise  as  authorised  by  this  act, 
then  and  in  such  case  the  lands  so  authorised  to  be  and  so  purchased  or 
taken  by  the  said  company  for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  or  otherwise  the 
parts  thereof  over  which  the  said  railway  or  any  part  of  such  railway 

which 
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1889.        said|  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  several 
acts. 

The  rule  was  obtained  on  the  affidavit  of  Charles 
Symonds  and  others.  Symonds  stated  that  he  was  owner 
of  a  farm  and  lands  in  Sx^ffblk  ;  that  the  lines  laid  down 
in  the  amended  plan  mentioned  in  sect.  7  of  stat.  6  &  7 
Wi  4.  c.  cvi.  intersected  his  farm  and  lands ;  that  his 
name  was  mentioned  in  the  amended  book  of  reference 
referred  to  in  the  same  section,  as  owner  or  reputed 
owner  thereof;  and  that  his  farm  and  lands  were  spe- 
cified in  the  schedule  referred  to  in  ^ect  58,  as  belong- 
ing to  him,  and  were  therein  described  as  *'  farm, 
cottage,  yard,  and  barn,  orchards  and  garden."  Tbat, 
at  the  expiration  of  two  years  from  the  passing  of  the 
act,   namely  on   4th   July   1888,    the    company    had 


which  shall  be  so  abandoned  or  g^wtn  up  by  the  said  company  shall  ] 
revert  to  and  test  in  the  owners  for  the  time  being  of  tlie  land  adjoining," 
under  regulations  specified  in  the  act, 

Stat.  1  &  8  Vict,  c.  IzYxi.  (local  and  personal,  public)  is  *<  To  aoaend 
and  enlarge  the  powers  and  provisions  of  the  act  relating  to  the  Eastam 
Counties  Railway."     (Royal  Assent,  27th  Jufy^  1838.) 

Sect  I  recites  the  passing  of  stat.  6  &  7  IF,  4.  c.  cvi.,  and  enacts  tbat 
all  its  powers,  provisions,  &c.,  shall  extend  to  the  present  act,  and  the 
purposes  and  things  thereby  authorised  or  required  to  be  done,  as  jf 
therein  re-enacted. 

Sect.  2  enacts  "that  the  time  by  the  said  redtvd  act  limited  for  the 
compulsory  purchase,  taking  or  using  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  the  said 
undertaking  shall  be  and  is  hereby  extended  and  enlarged  for  the  further 
term  of  two  years,  to  be  computed  from  the  expiration  of  the  period  for 
that  purpose  limited  by  the  said  recited  act :  provided  always,  that  after 
the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the  passing  of  this  act  it  shall  not  be 
lawful  for  the  said  company  to  deviate  the  centre  line  of  the  said  railway 
as  laid  down  on  the  plans  thereof  referred  to  in  the  said  recited  act,  unlea 
the  said  company  shall  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  period  have  set  out 
and  defined  their  line  deviating  from  the  line  laid  down  on  the  said  plans 
as  aforesaid,  and  in  such  cose  the  line  so  laid  down  and  defined  shall  be 
the  line  to  be  adopted  by  the  said  company  without  deviation  therefrom.*' 

not 
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not    agreed   for,    or  caused   to   be    paid    for,   depo-        18S9. 
nent's  property,  or,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  or  " 

belief,   any  of   the  other   properties  specified  in  the        agamtt 
schedule,  situated  in  Suffblk  and  Norfolk^  saving  the      CouimBt 
properties  of  a  few  persons  who,  with  one  exception,      Compuiy. 
were  agreed  with   before   the  act  passed.     He  then 
referred  to  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  Ixxxi.,  and  stated  that 
the  year   allowed   thereby  for    setting   out   and   de» 
fining  the  line  was  now  very  near  expiring,  and  that  the 
line  had  not  yet  been  set  out  or  defined,  so  far  as 
regarded  his   property  at  least,  by  any  visible  land* 
marks,  &c.,  according  to  the  usual  practicis ;  and  that 
he  had  been  informed  and  believed  that  the  line  had 
not  been  set  out,  &C.,  in  any  manner,  in  respect  to  any 
of  the  other  property  specified  in  the  schedule,  situated 
in  Si^ffblk  and  Norfolk.     That  the  company  had  not  yet 
agreed  for,  or  caused  to  be  paid  for,  the  portion  of  his 
property  required  for  the  railway,  or  made  any  pro* 
posal  to   him ;    and  that,   to   the  best   of  his  know- 
ledge  and   belief,  they   had  not  yet  agreed   for,   or 
caused  to  be  paid  for,  any  of  the  other  lands  required 
for   the  railway  in  Suffblk  and  Norfolk^  excepting  as 
aforesaid.      That  deponent  offered   no  opposition  to 
eitfier  act,  from  a  belief  that  the  communication  to  be 
established  by  the  railway  between  Norfolk  and  London 
would  be  a  great  benefit  to  himself,  as  the  owner  of 
land,  and  to  the  whole  county  of  Norfolk^  as  well  as  the 
other  counties  and  districts  which  the  railway  was  de* 
signed  to  intersect.    That  he  was  suffering  great  incon- 
venience and  prejudice  in  the  possession  and  enjoyment . 
of  his  property,  from  the  uncertainty  of  the  line  which  the 
railway  was  to  take :  and  that  he  was  informed  and  be* 
lieved  that,  unless  the  line,  as  described  in  the  plan  depo* 

sited 
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18S9.        sited  with  the  clerks  of  the  peace  (under  stat  6  &  7  W.^. 

_  c.  cvi,  s.  7.)»  were  carefully  revised,  and  many  needful 

The  Qumr  "^  '^ 

H'Aui        deviations  fixed  and  determined,  and  the  whole  line^  or 

CooNYus  considerable  portions  thereof,  fixed  and  defined  anew, 
Compiiay.  before  27th  Jiify  1839,  it  would  be  difficult  or  impos- 
sible to  carry  out  the  railway  through  Suffolk  and 
Norfcik^  according  to  the  line  originally  laid  down. 
That  he  had  been  informed  and  believed  that,  of  the 
capital  of  1,600,000/^  which  the  company  were  author- 
ised to  rabe  among  themselves  (stat  6  &  7  ^  4*  c.  cvi« 
Sk  S.),  600,000/.  had  already  been  paid  up,  and  that  the 
company  had  also  borrowed  considerable  sums,  and  had 
therefore  ample  means  of  defraying  the  expense  of 
setting  out  and  defining  the  whole  line  .from  London  to 
Norwich  and  Yarmouth^  and  paying  for  all  the  properties 
required  for  it:  but  that  they  had  expended  all  that 
had  come  into  their  hands  on  the  part  of  the  line  be- 
tween London  and  Coichester^  excepting  sums,  not  ex- 
ceeding 1500/.,  paid  for  lands  \n  Norfolk  BXid  SifffM. 
That  the  deponent  had  been  informed  and  believed  that 
the  company  had  entered  into  several  large  contracts 
for  the  completion  of  the  line  between  London  and  Col" 
Chester,  and  for  providing  a  carrj'ing  establishment  for 
the  working  thereof  when  completed,  and  that  they 
were  about  to  enter  into  other  contracts  for  the  same 
purposes ;  but  that  they  had  not  yet  been  able  to  make, 
nor  did  they  contemplate  making,  any  provision  for 
setting  out,  executing,  or  working  the  line  beyond  Col* 
Chester;  and  that  it  was  the  intention  and  determin- 
.ation  of  the  company  not  (unless  compelled)  to  carry 
the  railway  farther  than  Colchester*  That  deponent 
consented  to  the  enlargement  of  the  company's  power 
under  stat.  1*  &  2  Vict.  c.  Ixxxi.  s.  2.  on  the  faith  that 

the 
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the  line  would  be  set  out  and  defined,  and  that  the        1859. 
parts  of  his  property  required  for  the  railway  would  be        " 
paid  for,  within  the  enlarged  time.  agmmt 

There  were  also  affidavits  by  other  parties,  including  Couimu 
proprietors,  containing  statements  to  shew  that  stat.  Compuy. 
6  &  7  ^  4.  c.  cvi.  was  obtained  upon  evidence,  in  part, 
of  the  advantages  which  would  accrue  to  Norfolk  and 
SuffiM  from  the  completion  of  the  railway ;  and  that  the 
concurrence  of  parties  in  Norfolk  and  Suffolk  was  given 
upon  the  understanding  that  it  should  be  carried  through 
those  counties ;  and  it  was  stated  that  a  scheme  for  mak- 
ing a  different  railway  from  London  to  Norwich  had  been 
abandoned  in  favour  of  the  scheme  of  the  present  de- 
fendants. There  was  also  an  affidavit  by  a  civil  en- 
gineer, stating  that  he  had  had  great  experience  in  rail- 
ways, and  never  knew  an  instance  of  a  railway  of  any 
considerable  extent  being  executed  without  numerous 
deviations  being  found  requisite  from  the  line  originally 
laid  down ;  that,  from  his  knowledge  of  the  line  laid  down 
for  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway,  it  was  highly  proba- 
ble that  numerous  deviations  therefrom,  within  the  limits 
laid  down  by  the  acts,  would  be  necessary ;  and  that,  in 
order  duly  to  set  out  and  define  such  deviations  by  the 
27th  Jtt^next,  it  was  in  his  opinion  absolutely  necessary 
that  the  setting  out  and  defining  the  same  should  be 
commenced  without  delay. 

Other  statements  were  added  to  [shew  a  demand  and 
refusal;  and  that  the  company  had,  in  effect,  abandoned 
the  intention  of  carrying  the  railway  beyond  Colchester. 
In  answer,  one  of  the  directors  made  affidavit  that  he 
was  advised  and  believed  that  the  power  to  make  de* 
viations  rested  in  the  discretion  of  the  directors.  That 
he  had  been  informed  by  the  engineer  of  the  company, 
Vol.  X.  *        O  o  and 
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18S9.        and  believed,  that,  in  making  the  line  through  Saffblk 

and  Norfolk^  deviations  would  not  be  necessary.     That 

againu        the  directors  had  proceeded  in  the  execution  of  their 

The  EAtTcmv  ,     t-i'  rrir 

CouNTin      powers  to  the  best  of  their  judgment  and  ability.     That 
Compuiy.      they  believed  the  best  course,  for  the  advantage  of  the 
shareholders  and  public  at  large,  to  be,  to  make  the 
line  continuous  from  London  to  the  interior  of  the 
districts  through  which  the  railway  was  to  pass,  finishing 
and  opening  portion  by  portion,  as  in  their  judgment 
might  be  best  calculated  to  promote  the  prosperous 
issue  of  the  undertaking,  and  the  interest  of  the  share- 
holders and  the  public.    That  they  intended  opening  the 
line  from  Bomfbrd  during  the  present  June  ( 1 8S9),and  to 
proceed  in  making  the  line  between  Romford  and  ChelmM' 
ford.    That  it  was  customary  for  the  directors  of  rail- 
way companies  to  apply,  from  time  to  time,  to  parliament 
for  an  extension  of  time.     That  deponent,   boxa  his 
own  knowledge,  believed  that  the  company  would  not 
be  able  to  complete  the  line  without  raising  further  sums 
by  the  authority  of  parliament     That  he  believed  it 
would  be  imprudent  to  purchase  further  lands,  inas- 
much as  all  the  available  funds  would  be  employed  with 
'  more  benefit  to  the  public  in  completing  the  works 
already  in  hand,  and  extending  them  over  the  lands 
already  purchased.     That,  to  purchase  further  lands, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  apply  to  parliament  (first  ob* 
taining  the  consent  of  the  shareholders)  for  power  to 
raise  more  money  by  loan  or  otherwise.     That,  if  the 
directors  were  interrupted  in  gradually  completing  the 
line  from  London  towards  the  interior  of  the  districts, 
the  works  at  present  in  operation  between  London  and 
Colcheter  must  certainly  be  discontinued.     Statements 
were   added  to  shew  that  the  plan  at  present  contem- 

plated 
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plated  by  the  directors  was  generally  approved  of  by 
the  shareholders* 

The  engineer  of  the  company  deposed  that,  although 
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against 

The 

deviations  from   the  line  of   railway  were  frequently    The  Eastxex 
made,  and  some  had  been  made  in  the  Eastern  Counties'       BAiiway 
Railway,   and   others   might  be   advisable,  yet   none         °*P«"7* 
would  be  necessary :  and  that  it  would  not  be  difficult 
to  carry  out  the  railway  to  Stjffblk  and  Norfolk  ih  the 
precise  line  laid  down. 


Sir  F.  PoUockp  Alexander^  and  Austin^  now  shewed 
caus^  (a).  There  is  no  precedent  for  such  an  application 
as  this ;  and  the  facts  shew  no  obligation  upon  the  com- 
pany. Sect  6  of  Stat.  6  &  7  fT.  4.  c.  cvi.  describes  the 
termini  j  Skoreditch  on  the  one  end,  and  Norwich  and  Great 
Yarmouth  on  the  other :  but  it  only  gives  the  company 
power  to  perform  the  work,  and  does  not  impose  an 
obligation.  Rex  v.  The  Proprietors  of  the  Birmingham 
Canal  Navigation  (b)  is  in  point.  Sects.  222,  22S,  shew 
that  the  framers  of  the  act  distinctly  contemplated  the 
possibility  of  the  company  completing  a  part  only  of  the 
railway ;  and  indeed  the  words  "  if  any,"  in  s.  22S,  shew 
that  the  possibility  of  no  part  being  completed  was  within 
the  view  of  the  legislature.  The  compulsory,  powers 
are  to  cease  if  the  railroad  be  not  completed :  how  could 
a  mandamus  issue  to  command  the  doing  of  that  which 
the  legislature  had  incapacitated  the  party  from  doing  ? 
By  sect.  254  provision  is  made  for  the  abandonment  by 
the  company  of  all  or  part  of  the  railway.  Sect.  246 
also  shews  that  the  legislature  recognised  the  possibility 
of  the  funds  not  being  sufficient  for  the  completion  of 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledale,  PoUeaon,  and  WUKamt  Jg. 
{b)  9  IT.  BL  708. 

O  o  2  the 
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18S9.  the  work;  and,  in  that  case,  it  is  left  open  to  the  com- 
"■"^  pany  whether  or  not  they  will  raise  more  money  for  the 
agamtt       purpose.     Sect  222  allows  two  years  (endinir  ^th  Jidv 

TheEA«EEH  ,^,  .  ^,  \  \, 

CouNTits  1838}  for  the  contmuance  of  the  compulsory  powers  ot 
Company,  the  Company;  and  in  seven  years  (on  4th«7ti^  184S)  all 
their  powers  are ,  to  cease,  except  as  to  so  much  as  is 
completed  (sect  223);  and,  by  stat  1  &  2  Vid.  cAxxxi. 
5. 2.,  the  continuance  of  the  compulsory  powers  is  en- 
larged for  two  years  longer  (to  4th  Jiify  1840) :  and  till 
the  expiration  of  that  time  no  one  is  entitled  to  assume 
that  any  part  of  the  work  is  abandoned;  Lee  v« 
Milner  {a).  Sect  55  of  stat.  6  &  7  fT.  4.  c.  cvi.  autho- 
rises a  deviation  to  a  certain  extent;  and  this  power,  by 
sect.  2  of  stat  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  Ixxxi.,  ceases  on  the  27th 
Jidy  1839:  but  it  cannot  thence  be  presumed  that  a 
deviation  is  necessary,  especially  as  the  affidavits  negative 
this :  nor,  at  any  rate,  can  the  company  now  be  called 
upon  to  determine  what  deviations  they  may  find  it 
necessary  to  make  hereafter.  The  direction  of  the 
affairs  of  the  company,  by  sect  144  of  stat  6  &  7  fF.  4. 
c.  cvi.,  is  in  the  hands  of  the  directors :  shareholders 
have  a  voice  in  electing  the  directors,  by  earlier  sections, 
but  cannot  control  their  discretion,  otherwise  than  under 
the  sections  relating  to  general  meetings.  At  any  rate^ 
this  Court  will  not  interfere  between  the  members ;  Rex 
V.  The  Bank  of  Enghnd  (i),  Bex  y.  The  London  As- 
surance  Company  (c).  Rex  v.  The  Benchers  of  Lincalrfs 
Inn  (d)y  Rexv,  Alsop  (e).  Strangers  have  no  right  to  in- 
terfere in  any  way  with  the  affairs  of  the  company.  Some 
of  the  deponents  are  landowners :  but,  if  their  laud  be 
taken  by  the  company,  their  interest  in  it  ceases ;  if  noty 

(a)  2M.  ^  W.  824.  (h)  2B,^AUL  620. 

(c)  SB.  4:  AH.  899.  (d)  AB.  ^  C. 85$. 

{e)  2Show.no, 

they 
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they  are.  mere   strangers.     The  company  cannot  be        1839. 

called  upon  to  purchase  lands  before  they  want  them. 

The  affidavits   suggest  that  the  funds  are  exhausted :        against 

,  _  _      ,  The  Eastern 

but  can  a  mandamus  go  to  compel  the  company  to      Countzis 

raise  more   money?     What. is  the  suggestion  of  the      CompaDy. 

mandamus  to  be,  and  what  return  can  be  made  ?    In 

Bex  V.  The  Severn  and  Wye  Bailway  Company  {a)  a 

company  were  compelled  by  mandamus  to  reinstate  the 

railway  which  they  had  taken  up,  the  act  there  providing 

that  all  persons  should  have  free  liberty  to  use  the 

railway  :  but  Abbott  C.  J.  said  that  the  writ  should  not 

go  to  compel  the  company  to  maintain  the  railway,  afler 

they  had   reinstated  what   they  had  taken   up.     And 

there  the  company  had  actually  received  tolls.     Here, 

as  to  the  part  in  question,  the  railway  has  never  been 

laid  down,  nor  have  any  tolls  been  received.     No  profit 

can   be  made  till  that  is  done  which  the  mandamus 

is   asked  for  to   compel.      This    circumstance   distin* 

guishes  the  case  from  the  two  cases  of  Rex  v.  Cumba'" 

worth  {b)  and  from  Rex  y.-Edge  Lane  (c).     Further,  u 

mandamus  does  not  lie  where  there  is  a  specific  remedy : 

and  here  the  statute  specifically  lodges  the  discretion  in 

the  directors,  or  in  th^  general  meeting,  to  one  of  which 

therefore  application   should   be  made.     Rex  v.  The 

Paddington  Vestry  (d)  shews  the  reluctance  of  the  Court 

to  mterfere  by  this  writ  without  absolute  necessity. 

Again,  a  mandamus  will  not  be  granted  till  there  has 

been  a  distinct  application '  and  refusal;    Rex  v.  Jlie 

Brecknock  and  Abergavenny  Canal  Company  {e\  Rex  v. 

The  Wilis  and  Berks  Canal  Company  (g).      Here  no 

application  and  refusal  appear. 

(a)  2B.^AUL  646.     See  Regina  v.  GambU,  11  ^.  jr  £.  78. 

(6)  SB.^Jd.  108. ;  4  jH  E.  731.  (c)  A  A.  i  E.  723. 

(d)  9B.^a  456.         (0  SA.Jt£'  217.  {g)  3  J.  i  E.  47t. 

O  o  3  Sir 


544 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


18S9. 

The  Qunw 

against 
The  EARiRir 

CoOMTZCt 

Railway 
Company. 


Sir  J,  Campbell^  Attorney  General,  Cress^eU,  Kelbf^ 
and  GMaUetf^  contrcL  It  is  a  recognised  principle, 
that  a  statute  of  this  kind  is  to  be  interpreted  as  a  con- 
tract between  the  public  and  the  company.  The  act 
here  is  for  a  railway,  not  from  London  to  Colchester^ 
but  from  London  to  Norwich  and  Great  Yarmouth. 
And,  had  the  undertaking  been  confined  to  a  railroad 
from  London  to  Colchester-,  the  act  perhaps  would  not 
have  passed.  A  party  who  has  a  house  on  the  line  be- 
tween London  and  Colchester  may  have  consented  on 
the  ground  that  he  has  an  estate  between  Colchester 
,  and  Norwich^  which  latter  will  be  benefited  by  the 
railway  being  completed.  Indeed,  the  afiidavits  shew 
that  another  plan  failed,  in  consequence  of  the  company 
undertaking  the  whole.  Lord  Eldoris  language  in  Blake-- 
more  v.  The  Glamorganshire  Canal  Navigation  (a)  applies. 
The  Court  of  Chancery  would  prevent  the  execution  of 
any  part  of  the  railroad  if  it  appeared  that  the  intention 
was  not  to  complete  the  whole.  If  trespass  had  been 
brought  for  an  entry  upon  the  lands  by  the  company, 
the  defendants  could  not  have  justified  entering  for 
the  purpose  of  making  a  road  from  London  to  Col^ 
Chester,  as  is  clear  from  Bex  v.  Cumberworth  (b).  And 
this  Court  interferes  by  mandamus,  not  only  where 
there  is  an  entire  absence  of  other  remedy,  but  also 
where  there  is  no  other  remedy  capable  of  giving  efiec- 
tual  relief;  Bex  v.  JTie  Seoem  and  Wye  Bailtoay  Com- 
jmny  (c).  It  is  contended  that  the  intention  not  to 
complete  does  not  appear  till  the  time  is  out;  but,  if 


(a)  IMylnei  £een,l62, 

(6)  SS.i  AtL  108.     See  Bcsc  v.  CumberwoHh,  4  A.  f  E.  731. ;  Rex 
¥.  Edge  Lane,  4  A.  4;  E,  7S3. 
(c)  SB.^  Aid,  646. 

SO, 
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• 

80^  there  could  be  no  mandamus  till  the  act  required        1889. 
had  become  impossible.     If  there  be  an  intention  to       "* ' 

The  QusBK 

perform,  and  if  all  steps  now  necessary  have  been  taken,        agams^ 
that  may  be  returned.     It  is  attempted  to  represent      Countim 
this  as  merely  a  dispute  between  different  members  of     compimy. 
the  company:  but  the  affidavits  shew  that  the  public 
are  interested.     The  clauses   depriving  the  company 
of  their  power  ailer  a   certain  time  do  not  relieve 
them  from  their  duty  to  the  public.     The  privileges        * 
cease,  but  not  the  obligation :  and  it  becomes  the  more 
important  that  the  company  should  be  immediately 
forced  to  act     The  discretion  of  the  directors  is  not 
absolute,  but  must   be   exercised   in  conformity  with 
the  statute.    The  cases  of  refusal  by  the  Court  to  in- 
terfere  in  matters  merely  between  different  members  of 
companies,  (as  Bex  v.  T^e  Proprietors  of  the  Birming" 
ham   Canal  Navigation  (a) )  have  no  relevancy  here. 
The  want  of  funds  is  no  answer :  the  act  was  obtained 
on  the  faith   that  funds  could  be  obtained;   and  the 
company  must  raise  them.     Then  the  application  and 
refusal  are  sufficient.     [Lord  Denman  C.  J.    No  ob- « 
jection  can,  we  think,  be  taken  to  the  sufficiency  of  thd 
application  and  refusal,  after  the  merits  have  been  dis- 
cussed :  that  is  a  point  which  ought  to  be  raised  in  the 
first  instance  (d).] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

(a)  S  W.  BL  708. 

{b)  III  Th€  (huen  r.  Pmrott,  November  llth,  18S9,  where  cauie  wu 
abcim  ■geinst  a  rale  fbr  an  infonnation  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  wai>- 
ruito  (made  absolute  November  lSth)»  the  lame  regulation  wee  an- 
noanoed  by  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  aa  haying  been  determined  upon  by 
the  Judges  of  tfaii  Court.     The  caae  itself  decided  no  point,  and  will 

therefore  not  be  reported  at  thb  stage. 

• 

O  o  4  ^  Lord 
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1839.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  the  vacation  after  this  term 

"""'^        (21st  June\  delivered  the  judirment  of  the  Court. 
againtt  This  was  an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  do  certain 

CouNTiu  acts  therein  specified;  and  it  was  observed,  on  both 
Complny.  Sides,  in  the  course  of  the  discussion,  and  we.  think  with 
great  truth,  that  the  questions  involved  in  it  are  of  much 
novelty,  and  of,  at  least,  equal  importance.  Because^ 
as,  on  the  one  hand,  much  mischief  may  ensue,  if  this 
Court  should  improvidently  enjoin  the  performance  of 
things  impracticable  or  improper,  so,  on  the  other,  is 
there  no  higher  duty  cast  upon  this  Court  than  to 
exercise  a  vigilant  control  over  persons  entrusted  with 
large  and  extensive  powers  for  public  purposes,  and  to 
enforce,  within  reasonable  bounds,  the  exercise  of  such 
powers  in  compliance  with  such  purposes ;  and  the  more 
so,  as  we  are  not  aware  of  any  other  efficient  remeoy. 
The  principles  upon  which  these  powers  are  conferred 
by  the  legislature  upon  undertakings  of  this  description 
are  now  so  fully  understood  that  it  is  not  needful  to  do 
more  than  generally  to  refer  to  them.  They  are  thus 
laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  well  known  ease  of 
Blakemore  v.  The  Glamorganshire  Canal  Company  (a). 
"  I  apprehend  those  who  come  for"  these  acts  "  to  parlia- 
ment, do,  in  effect,  undertake  that  they  shall  do  and 
submit  to  whatever  the  legislature  empowers  and  com- 
pels them  to  do ;  and  that  they  shall  do  nothing  else :  — 
that  they  shall  do  and  shall  forbear  all  that  they  are 
thereby  required  to  do  and  to  forbear,  as  well  with  re- 
ference to  the  interests  of  the  public,  as  with  reference 
to  the  interests  of  individuals." 

The  same  doctrine  was  acted  upon  by  this  Courts  in 

\  (o)  1  Mylne  J-  Keen^  162. 

its 


IN  THE  Second  Year  of  VICTORIA.  5^7. 

its -fullest  extent,  in  the  case  of  Hex  v.  Cumberworth  (a).        18S9* 
'  It  remains  only  to  add  that  these  cases  and  principles     ^   ^ 
have  been  recently  recognised  by  the  Court  of  Exche-        aganMt 

The  £ARimv 
quer  in  the  case  oi  Lee  ▼•  Milner{b).  CkiuMrm 

The  reasons,  also,  which  regulate  the  practice  of  'this  Company. 
Court  in  regard  to  writs  of  mandamus,  are  very  plain 
and  intelligible.  Its  interference  is  occasioned  by  inferior 
Courts  or  persons  refusing  to  proceed  in  some  course 
prescribed  by  law,  and  not  in  consequence  of  any  mis- 
apprehension or  error  in  that  course,  provided  they  have 
entered  upon  it.  And,  accordingly,  if  it  had  appeared 
that  the  company  were  substantially  complying  with  the 
terms  of  their  undertaking,  there  would  have  been,  at 
once,  a  satisfactory  answer  to  the  application. 

Now  the  objects  and  purposes  for  which  thi3  com- 
pany has  been  incorporated  and  empowered,  or,  in  the 
words  of  the  passage  cited,  what  the  legislature  has 
empowered  and  compelled  them  to  do  and  to  submit  to, 
are  too  clear  to  admit  of  any  doubt  The  title  of  the 
act  itself  **  for  making  a  railway  from  London  to  Norwich 
and  Yamumihj*  the  benefits  recited  in  the  preamble  as 
likely  to  result  from  opening  a  communication,  not  only 
between  the  towns  there  more  particularly  enumerated, 
but  also  between  the  metropolis  and  the  eastern  districts 
of  the  kingdom,  from  which  it  is  alleged  that  ^^  great 
public  advantage^**  would  result,  the  eastern  terminus 
being  a  sea  port  of  greater  consequence  than  any  in 
those  eastern  districts,  together  with  a  minute  descrip- 
tion of  the  whole  line,  and  a  particular  enumeration  of 
all  the  places  through  which  it  is  to  pass,  precludes  all 
question  on  this  matter. 

(a)  SS^i^  Ad,  108.  (6)  2M,^  If.  824. 

We 


548  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


18S9.  We  consider  it  to  be  equally  undeniable  that  to  carry 

the  railroad  through  a  portion  only  of  the  described 
line,  such  as  a  third  or  a  half,  is  a  nominali  and  not  a 


Hie  Qvnv 


CouMTiM      real,  compliance  with  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  parlia-* 

Batlwflty 

GoiBpui]r.      ment 

We  are  aware  that  we  were  met,  in  this  part  of  the 
argument,  by  remarks  upon  the  difficulty  or  impossi- 
bility attending  the  execution  according  to  the  pre- 
scribed terms.  We  confess,  however,  that  we  should 
have  felt  more  pressed  by  observations  of  this  nature  if 
we  had  not  observed  in  the  preamble  of  the  act,  which 
we  must  consider  to  have  been  proved,  that  certain 
persons  therein  named  (and  we  consider  the  obligation 
as  extending  to  their  successors  who,  from  time  to  time, 
may  constitute  the  company)  were  <*  willing  at  their  own 
costs  and  charges  to  carry  the  said  undertaking  into 
execution."  Such  difficulties,  be  they  more  or  less, 
should  have  been  duly  estimated  before  the  undertakers 
pledged  themselves  to  the  execution  for  the  sake  of 
obtaining  such  large  and  extensive  powers  as  most  cer- 
tainly are  vested  in  them  for  the  purposes  already  men- 
tioned. It  was  urged,  also»  that  the  time  for  completing 
the  work  is  not  yet  elapsed,  and  the  time  for  determining 
their  line  not  yet  arrived.  We  were  also  referred  to 
parts  of  the  act  (and  particularly  to  the  clause  revesting 
the  land  taken  for  the  line  in  the  proprietors  on  each 
side),  as  indicating  that  the  non-completion  of  the  work 
was  obviously  within  the  comtemplation  of  the  legtsla^ 
ture. 

We  think,  however,  that  a  failure  of  the  enterprise 
upon  experiment  and  trial  (which  may,  of  course,  happen 
to  any  scheme,  however  plausible  or  promising)  is 
widely  diflTerent  from  a  design  to  abandon  one  part  of 

the 
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the  line  and  to  execute  another  which  it  may  be  found        1889. 
more  easy  and  profitable  to  accomplish.  — — 

Another  argument  against  our  mterference  was  drawn  agmmt 
from  the  power  given  to  a  general  meeting  of  the  com-  Coontiks 
pany  to  decide  upon  the  expediency  of  all  measures  to  company* 
be  adopted  for  executing  the  act  of  parliament.  But 
*  we  must  consider  the  real  nature  of  this  application.  It 
is  not  a  complaint  by  the  majority  of  the  proprietors 
against  the  governing  body,  but  by  a  minority  against 
the  conduct  of  the  company  itself,  which  they  charge 
substantially  with  a  breach  of  faith  towards  them  by 
stopping  short  of  a  bon&  fide  execution  of  that  purpose 
which  induced  them  to  become  subscribers.  They 
strongly  urge  upon  us  the  consideration  that  all  the 
sacrifices  which  they  may  have  made  in  furtherance  of 
their  own  interests  may  go  -  unrequited,  or  even  may 
entail  upon  them  additional  loss  by  giving  advantages, 
in.which  they  cannot  share,  to  their  competitors  in  turn- 
ing property  to  account  To  say  that  a  majority  of  the 
whole  body  are  satisfied  with  the  dividends  they  now 
receive,  and  unwilling  to  risk  more  expenditure,  is 
obviously  no  answer  to  them,  or  to  the  public  which 
created  these  great  powers  for  diflTerent  purposes,  or  to 
parliament  which  was  induced  to  grant  them  by  the 
promise  of  public  benefits  much  more  extensively 
diffused. 

We  now  come  to  consider  whether,  so  far  as  appears 
to  us,  there  be  a  bonii  fide  purpose  of  completing  the 
work.  And,  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  after  making 
every  possible  allowance  for  the  discretion  to  be  exer- 
cised by  the  company  as  to  the  different  degrees  of 
exertion  to  be  made  in  different  parts  of  the  line,  it  is 
impossible  not  to  be  forcibly  struck  by  the  different 

state 
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18S9.        state  of  things  beyond  Colchester ^  and  between  that  town 
"~  and  London.     Beyond,  we  can  discover  no  activity: 

Qg^mtt        whereas  between-  London  and  Cokhester  we  are  given  to 

Tha  EAiffiKV 

Couimn  understand  that  the  whole  line  is  in  a  state  of  great  for- 
Compiiny.  wardness.  The  procuring  land  for  the  line  is  usually, 
we  believe,  as  reasonably  might  be  expected,  the  first 
step  in  these  cases*  And  yet,  in  this  preliminary  mea- 
sure, the  preparation  beyond  Colckesier  we  perceive  to 
be  comparatively  small  and  insignificant  Moreover, 
when  we  consider  how  indispensable  for  purposes  of  this 
description  is  the  compulsory  power  of  procuring  land 
(because  without  it  the  obstinacy  or  caprice  of  a  single 
individual  may  put  a  stop  to  the  work  at  once),  we 
cannot  help  thinking  that  the  answer  of  the  company 
to  a  request  **  that  they  would  set  out  and  define  their 
line  deviating  firom  the  line  laid  down  in  the  plans"  (a 
mere  precautionary  measure  to  secure  compulsory  pur- 
chase), *^  that  no  deviation  is  necessary,"  is  much  more 
consistent  with  a  determination  not  to  proceed,  than  a 
well  founded  belief  that  the  original  plan  could  have 
been  laid  down  with  such  perfect  accuracy  as,  in  work- 
ing, to  require  no  deviation  at  aU. 

Upon  the  whole,  without  coming  to  any  final  decision, 
we  think  the  case  is  involved  in  sufficient  doubt  to 
require  a  return  to  the  mandamus ;  and  that  the  writ 
should  go  for  that  purpose* 

Rule  absolute. 

The  mandamus  issued,  tested  12th  June^  2  Vici» 
(18S9).     The  suggestion  was  as  follows. 

Whereas,  by  an  act  &c.  (stat.  6  &  7  fF.  4.  c.  cvL),  it 
is  amongst  other  things  recited  that  &c.  (referring  to 
sects.  I9  6,  9,  &c*) ;  and  whereas,  by  another  act  &c« 

(stat. 
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(stat  1  &  2  VicL  clxxxi.)}  it  is  amongst  other  things        1839. 
enacted  and  provided  &c.  (referring  to  sect  2):  the 

^  .  The  Quuir 

writ  then  suggested  that  the  said  persons  so  named  or  aganu 
described  in  the  said  first-mentioned  act,  and  so  incor-  Coumtiu 
porated,  did  take  upon  themselves  the  execution  of  the  *  Compamj. 
said  two  several  acts  of  parliament,  and  of  the  several 
powers  and  provisions  therein  respectively  contained; 
and  that,  in  pursuance  thereof  they  bad  purchased 
lands  for  the  use  of  the  said  undertaking,  and  had 
b^;un  to  make,  and  in  part  had  completed,  the  said 
railway  between  London  and  Colchester^  but  that  they 
had  not  made  any  suflBcient  provision  for  setting  out, 
executing,  or  working  the  line  of  the  said  railway  be- 
yond Colchester^  or  in  Norfolk  and  SuffbUc.  That  one 
Charles  Symonds,  of  the  town  of  Great  Yarmouth  in 
Norfolk,  was  the  owner  of  a  certain  farm,  cottage,  yard 
and  barn,  orchards,  and  garden,  situate  in  the  parish 
of  Witheringsett  in  St^ffblk,  which  were  described  in  the 
schedule  to  the  first-mentioned  act  of  parliament,  and 
through  which  said  faifm  and  lands  the  centre  line  of 
the  said  railway,  as  laid  down  in  the  plans  thereof 
referred  to  in  the  said  first-mentioned  act,  ran.  And 
that  he  ^*  has  required  you,  the  said  Eastern  Counties' 
Railway  Company,  to  set  out  and  define  the  line  of  the 
said  railway  deviating  from  the  line  laid  down  on  the 
plans  in  the  said  last^mentioned  act  in  that  behalf  re* 
ferred  to,  and  to  proceed  to  make  and  complete  the 
said  railway  from  London  to  Norwich  and  Yarmouth  ; 
yet  you,  well  knowing  "  8cc.,  **  but  not  regarding''  &C., 
<*  have  absolutely  refused  and  neglected,  and  still  do 
refuse  and  neglect,  to  purchase  the  lands  necessary 
to  the  making  and  completing  the  said  railway,  and 
lying  between   Colchester  and  Norwich,  and    between 

Norwich 
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18S9.        Norwich  and  Yarmouth  aforesaid,  or  to  set  out  and 
/~  define  the  line  of  the  said  railway,  deviating  as  afore- 

ogaintt       said,  or  to  make  and  complete  the  said  railway  accord- 

Xhe  Eabtzkit 

CouNTiM      ing  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  parliament.    In 
CompaDj.      contempt"  &c.,  ''and  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said 
Charles  Symotids$  and  to  the  manifest  injury  of  bis 
estate*' &c.  . 

The  writ  then  commanded  the  company  '^  that,  inn 
mediately  after  the  receipt  of  this  writ,  you  do  proceed 
to  make  and  complete  a  railway  from  London  to  Nor-- 
mch  and  Yarmouth,  passing  by  Bomfbrdf  Chelmsford^ 
Cdchester^  and  Ipswichf  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  said  act  of  parliament"  &c.,  '^and  of  the  said 
other  act "  &c.,  '*  and  especially  that  you  set  out  and 
define  the  line  of  the  said  railway,  particularly  that  part 
thereof  lying  between  Colchester  and  Norwich^  and  Nor^ 
wich  and  Yarmouth^  deviating  from  the  line  laid  down 
on  the  plan  in  the  said  last-mentioned  act  in  that  behalf 
referred  to.  And  that  you  proceed  to  purchase  the 
lands  necessary  to  the  making  and  completing  the  said 
railway,  and  lying  between  Colchester  and  Normch,  and 
Norwich  and  Yarmouth  aforesaid,  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  several  acts  of  parliament  in  that 
behalf  contained.     Or  that  you  shew  us  cause  "  &c 

Return  (of  2d  November  1889).  '<.That  the  said 
Charles  Symonds  has  not  required  us  to  set  out  and 
define  the  line  of  the  said  railway  deviating"  &c.,  '^and 
to  proceed  to  make  "  Sec, ."  in  manner  and  form  "  &c. 
'<  That  we  have  set  out  and  defined  the  line  of  the  said 
railway,  particularly  that  part  thereof,  lying  between 
Colchester  and  Norwich,  and -Norwich  and  Yarmouth, 
deviating  from  the  line  laid  down  on  the  plans  in  the 
said  act  of  parliament  in  the  said  writ  first  men- 
tioned, 
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tioned,  and  in  that  behalf  referred  to»  pursuant  to  the        1889* 
provisions  of  the  said  several  acts  of  parliament  in 

Tbe  Quux 

that  behalf/'     **  That  we''   <<have,  from  the  time  of       agamtt 
the  passing  of  the  said  act  of  parliament  in  the  said      Covmtus 
writ  first  mentioned  hitherto,  exercised  a  reasonable      CompI^. 
discretion^  option,  and  judgment,  in  making,  and  com- 
pleting the  said  railway,  and  in  compulsorily  requiring 
taking,  using,  agreeing  for,  or  causing  to  be  valued 
and  paid  for,  all  and  every  of  such  lands  as  we  are  by 
the  said  act  of  parliament  in  the  said  writ  first  men- 
tioned empowered  to  take  or  use  as  aforesaid.     And 
that  we  have,  in  exercise  of  such  reasonable  discretion, 
option,  and  judgment  as  aforesaid,  proceeded  to  make 
and  complete,  and  have  made  and  completed,  certain 
large  portions  of  the  said  railway,  and  have  purchased, 
as  well  all  and  every  of  such  lands  as  are  necessary  to 
the  making  and  completing  the  said  railway  and  other 
works  by  the  said  last-rmentioned  act  of  parliament 
authorised  between  London  and  Cokhesler  in  the  county 
of  EsseXf  as  also  a  certain  large  portion  of  the  lands    • 
which  are  necessary  to  the  making  and  completing  the 
said  railway  and  lymg  between  Colchester  and  Norwichf 
and  Norwich  and  Yarmouth^  which  said  last-mentioned 
lands  are  all  of  the  lands  so  lying  between  Colchester 
and  Norwich  and  Norwich  and  Yarmouth  which  we,f' 
<<  in  the  exercise  of  such  reasonable  discretion,  option 
and  judgment  as  aforesaid,  and  in  execution  of  the 
powers  of  the  said  several  acts  of  parliament  respec- 
tively in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  and  for  the  purposes 
thereof,  have  deemed  expedient  and  proper  to  purchase 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  bsuing  of  the  said  writ  of 
mandamus,  or  at  any  time  since,  for  the  purposes  of 
making  the  said  railway  and  other  works  by  the  said 
acts  of  parliament  authorised." 

"That, 
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1839.  **  That,  in  execution  and  in  pursuance  and  by  virtue 

".      of  the  powers  and  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  parlia- 

agahui  ^     ment  in  the  said  writ  first  mentioned,  and  for  the  pur- 
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CoumuM      poses  of  making  and  mamtammg  the  said  railway  and 

Compiuy.  other  works  by  the  said  last-mentioned  act  authorised, 
and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  issumg  of  the  said 
writ  of  mandamus,  divers  subscriptions,  calls,  and  sums 
of  money  had  been  subscribed  and  paid  up  to  us  by  the 
several  persons  who  have  at  any  time  subscribed,  or 
agreed  to  advance  or  pay  any  monies,  for  or  towards 
the  making  and  maintaining  the  said  railway  and  other 
works  by  the  said  last-mentioned  act  authorised.  And 
that  we  had  also,  for  the  purposes  last  aforesaid,  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  the  said  writ  of  manda- 
mus, borrowed  and  taken  up  at  interest,  on  the  credit 
of  our  said  undertaking,  a  certain  other  sum  of  money ; 
and  that  we  had  also,  in  divers  ways  and  at  divers  times 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  said  writ  of 
mandamus,  received,  to  and  for  the  use  and  benefit^  of 
our  said  company,  divers  other  sums  of  money ;  which 
said  several  sums  of  money,  so  raised,  borrowed,  taken 
up,  and  received  respectively,  as  aforesaid,  amount 
together  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
953,045/.''  That  we  ^*have  partly  laid  out  and  ex- 
pended and  applied  the  said  sum  of  money  last  men- 
tioned in  paying  and  discharging  all  costs  and  expenses 
incurred  in  applying  for,  obtaining,  and  passing  the 
said  last-mentioned  act,  and  all  other  expenses  prepara- 
tory or  relating  thereto,  and  partly  in,  for,  and  towards 
purchasing  a  certain  large  portion  of  the  lands  which 
we  are  by  the  said  last-mentioned  act  of  parliament  era- 
powered  to  take  or  use;  and  partly  in  making  and 
maintaining  the  said  railway  and  other  works,  and  in 

otherwise 
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otherwise  carrying  the  said  acts  into  execution :  and  that        1889. 

the  residue  of  the  said  sums,  so  raised,  borrowed,  taken     -, 

up,  and  received  respectively  as  aforesaid,  amounting  to        against 

The  JSAtnax 


a  certain  small  sum  of  money,  towit  the  sum  of  9892/.,  Coum 
now  remains  in  our  hands  undisposed  of,  unused,  un-  Company, 
appropriated,  unapplied,  and  ready  to  be  laid  out  and 
expended  and  applied  in  making  and  maintaining  the 
said  railway  by  the  said  acts  authorised,  and  in  other- 
wise carrying  the  said  acts  into  execution :  which  said 
last  mentioned  remaining  sum,  together  with  the  re- 
sidue of  the  monies  which  we  are  by  the  said  acts  of  par- 
liament empowered  and  authorised  to  ruse,  borrow 
and  take  up,  demand,  or  receive,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  and  completing  the  said  railway,  is  wholly  in- 
adequate and  insu£Scient  for  the  purchase  of  the  lands 
necessary  to  the  making  and  completing  the  said  rail- 
way lying  between  Cdckester  and  Norwichf  and  Norwich 
and  Yarmouth  aforesaid,  and  for  the  making  and  com- 
pleting the  said  railway  in  the  said  writ  mentioned. 
And  for  these  causes  and  reasons  we,  the  said  Eastern 
Counties  Railway  Company,  have  not  proceeded  to 
make  and  con^)lete  "  Sec,  **  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  said  statutes  in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  in  man- 
ner and  form  as  by  the  said  writ  we  are  com- 
manded." 

In  the  following  Triniiy  term  (a). 

Sir  J.  Campbettj  Attorney  General,  moved,  on  con- 
cilium, to  quash  the  return,  and  for  a  peremptory  man- 
damus. First,  the  mandamus  shews  a  duty  not  per- 
formed  by  the  company,   who   were  bound,   if  they 

(a)  June  lOUi,  1840.     Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LitUedak,  Poite- 
jen,  and  WtUiamt  Js. 

Vol.  X.  P  p  commenced 
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1889.  commeooed  the  work,  to  complete  it;  and  the  only 
effectual  remedy  which  Symonds  can  obtain  is  a  peremp* 
tory  mandamus.  (On  these  points,  he  referred  to  the 
authorities  cited  in  moving  to  make  the  rule  absolute.) 
Compiaj.  Next,  the  return  furnishes  no  answer.  It  alleges  that 
Sjftnonds  had  not  required  the  company  to  do  the  acts : 
but  that  is  an  objection  which  can  be  raised  only  against 
granting  the  rule  for  a  mandamus.  The  damage 
done  to  Stands  is  not  traversed.  Then  the  company 
return,  in  substance,  that  they  have  performed  as  much 
as,  in  their  discretion,  they  think  proper  to  perform. 
But  they  have  no  discretion  at  all  as  to  completing  the ' 
railway  which  they  have  commenced :  the  mode  of  exe- 
cution, and  other  matters  not  involving  the  question 
whether  the  railway  be  or  be  not  completed,  may  be  in 
their  discretion;  but  nothing  more.  It  is  true  that  in 
Bex  V.  The  Ouze  Bank  Commissioners  (a),  it  was  sug- 
gested by  some  of  the  learned  Judges  that  the  return 
might  have  been  sufficient  if  it  had  alleged  that  the 
commissioners  thought  certain  things  necessary,  and  had 
done  them.  But  there,  although  a  discretion  was  lodged 
in  the  defendants,  a  peremptory  mandamus  was  awarded. 
And  it  was  held  that  the  word  **  forthwith,"  in  the  man- 
damus, meant  that  the  defendants  were  to  set  about  the 
works  directly,  and  do  what  they  could ;  the  perform- 
ance of  which  should  appear  by  the  return.  Here  it  is 
not  pretended  that  the  company  have  done  all  they  can 
do.  The  defendants  return  that  from  subscriptions,  calls, 
loans,  and  other  sources,  they  had,  before  the  writ  issued, 
raised  953,045/.,  of  which  all  has  been  expended  on  the 
undertaking  except  9892/.;  which  last  sum,  together 
with  all  that  they  are  authorised  to  raise,  borrow,  &c., 

(a)  %A,^  E,  544. 
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is  insufficient  for  completing  the  railway  as  commanded  1889. 

by  the  writ.     Now  sect.  8  of  stat.  6  &  7  W^.  4.  c.  cvi.  t^Tqomm 

authorises  them  to  raise  1,600,000/.  by  shares.     The  ^  ^^^ 

whole  of  this  must  have  been  subscribed  for  (sect  220),  Coumnn 

Railing 

and  the  fact  certified,  to  enable  the  company  to  exercise  Gompuy. 
their  compulsory  power  of  taking  lands.  By  sect  £46 
they  may  raise,  in  addition,  583,388/.,  on  the  credit  of 
the  undertaking,  or  (sect  252)  by  increase  of  capital. 
The  main  allegation  in  the  return  suggests  no  travers- 
able fact :  for  how  could  issue  be  joined  on  the  question 
whether  what  remains  of  the  2,188,833/.  would  suffice 
for  the  completion  of  the  railway  ?  But,  further,  it  is 
not  competent  to  the  company  to  allege  the  insufficiency 
of  their  means.  By  sects.  1  and  3  they,  in  effi^t,  en- 
gage to  complete  their  work  with  the  1,600,000/. ;  at  any 
rate  they  are  pledged  to  complete  it  with  the  2,133,338/. 
If  these  funds  be  insufficient,  the  company  is  bound  to 
raise  so  much  as  will  suffice :  Bex  v.  The  Commissioners 
for  improving  Market  Street,  Manchester  (a).  Rex  v. 
Mayor  of  Wells  (&).  In  Rex  v.  Bxmnd{c)  a  return  was 
held  good  which  shewed  the  impossibility  of  perform<- 
isg  what  the  writ  commanded  ;  but  the  impossibility 
was  there  shewn,  not,  as  here,  by  averring  facts  in- 

(a)  Note  (a)  to  lUx  ▼.  The  Hungerford  Market  Company,  ^  B.  j; 
Ad.  SS3. 

(i)  4  Bv^  P,  C,  56S.  Hit  Attorney  Oenenl  raferred  alio  to  a  cam 
of  Begma  T.  The  Commissioners  of  the  South  Level  Drainage  and  iVb- 
vigation/or  the  South  Level  of  the  Fens,  in  which  the  Court  made  the  rule 
for  a  mandamus  to  perform  certain  works  absolute,  though  there  were 
■ffidaviu  that  the  defendants  had  not  saffident  funds.  Trm,  Tenn,  1 SSS, 
June  1 1.  Not  reported.  The  Court,  in  making  the  rule  absolute,  merely 
said  it  would  be  better  that  a  return  should  be  made.  Sir  W.  W,  FoUeU 
stated,  on  the  present  argument,  that  the  commissioners  there  had  power 
to  tax  indiriduals;  but  this  fact  was  disputed.  The  reporters  have  not 
found  that  any  return  was  made  to  the  mandamus. 

(c)  4^.4- £.  139. 

Pp  2  consistent 


558 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


1839. 

The  QvBCN 

agahut 

The  Eastban 

CoDMnst 

Railway 

Company. 


consistent  with  the  original  duty,  but. by  denying  the 
suggestion  in  the  writ  upon  which  alone  the  duty  could 
be  founded  at  the  time  when  the  writ  issued.  And 
even  that  case  has  been  questioned  in  this  G>urt  on 
some  points  {a). 


Sir  fV.  W.  Follett,  tonivL  The  prosecutor  might 
have  traversed  this  return ;  or,  if  he  meant  to  question 
its  sufficiency,  he  might  have  demurred ;  and  then  the 
whole  question  of  law,  including  that  upon  the  goodness 
of  the  mandamus  itself,  might  have  been  carried  up  to 
a  court  of  error.  [Patteson  J.  In  Rex  v.  The  Lord  of 
the  Manor  of  Oundle  {6)  a  concilium  was  deemed  to  be 
the  proper  way  of  raising  the  question  of  law.]  The 
decision  there  was  that,  after  the  award  of  a  peremptory 
mandamus,  the  Court  would  not  compel  the  prosecutor 
to  demur  to  the  return.  It  seems,  however,  that  the 
officers  of  this  Court  consider  that  error  would  not  lie 
on  a  judgment  upon  such  a  demurrer  (c). 

This  mandamus  cannot  be  supported.  The  statute  is 
.permissive,  not  imperative;  and  the  mandamus  can 
command  no  more  than  the  defendants  can  perform. 
The  funds  can  be  raised  only  by  subscription  or  loan: 
but  the  company  have  no  power  to  compel  parties  either 
to  subscribe  or  to  lend  money.  And,  till  the  subscrip- 
tions reach  the  amount  of  1,600,000/.,  there  is,  by 
sect.  220  of  Stat.  6  Si  7  fV,  4.  c.  cvi.,  no  power  of  pro- 
ceeding. The  mandamus  does  not  suggest  that  the 
subscription  has  reached  this  sum,  and  shews  no  power 
in  the  company.    (He  went  into  other  arguments,  which 

(a)  See  Regina  v.  Payn,  EatUr  tem,  1840:  poit.      {h)  \A.iE.  297. 

(c)  Stat  9  Ann,  e,  20.  «.  2.  enables  the  proteeuior  to  plead  to,  or  fro- 
vene^  the  return ;  and  the  pariy  making  the  return  to  reply,  take  itstie^  or 
demur, 

had 
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bad  also  been  urged  against  die  rule.)     It  is  contended        18S9. 

that  the  company  are  estopped  from  alleging  that  'they        

The  Qonir 

have  no  funds;  and  it  is  true  that,  as  a  matter  of  evi-  a^Mntt 
dence,  a  party  may  be  bound  by  his  own  admissionsi  Couktibs 
express  or  implied :  but,  when  the  question  is  whether  cmplny. 
he  is  to  be  ordered  to  do  a  thing,  the  Court  must  look 
at  the  actual  state  of  facts,  to  ascertain  whether  the 
thing  commanded  be  possible  or  not.  The  return 
here  expressly  states  the  inability  of  the  company,  for 
want  of  funds.  A  mandamus  issues  to  compel  the 
performance  of  that  which  a  party  ought  to  do  and 
can  do;  not  to  punish  him  for  not  having  done  that 
which  he  ought  to  have  done,  but  now  cannot  If 
the  company  have  &iled  in  their  duty,  they  are  li- 
able to  indictment :  Res  v.  The  Severn  and  Wye  Rail- 
way Company  (a)  has  been  doubted.  iLittledale  J.  An 
indictment  would  merely  act  by  way  of  punishment.] 
The  same  may  be  said  of  a  peremptory  mandamus, 
if  disobeyed.  It  is  not  uncommon  for  parties  to  ob- 
tain an  act  of  parliament,  and  then  not  avail  them- 
selves of  it ;  but  it  never  was  before  attempted  to  . 
force  them  by  mandamus  to  use  their  powers.  Where 
the  funds  are  insufficient,  the  Court  of  Chancery 
will  restrain  the  undertakers  from  proceeding;  how 
then  can  this  Court  command  them  to  proceed  ?  In 
MayoKf  4^  ^  Kin^s  Lynn  v.  Pewberton  (b)  it  was  held 
that  commissioners,  authorised  by  statute  to  perform 
certain  works  to  which  they  were  to  appropriate  certain 
funds,  might  cut  through  land  of  their  own^  while  their 
funds  were  insufficient  to  complete  the  works,  and 
pending  an  application  to  parliament  for  further  powers 

(a)  ^B.^  AUL  646.     See  Regjina  v.  GamhUt  l\  A,  ^  E.  72. 
ijk)  \  Swamt.  844. 

P  p  3  to 
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1839.       to  raise  money:   but  there   Lord  Eldon  said,  '^Tbe 
■~  circumstance  of  their  not  cutting  through  your  lands 

againat       distinguishes  this  case  most  materially  from  every  other 

The  Eastxkh       -,,.,».  -^  it»»  t 

CoDMTiKs  of  the  kmd.  In  the  case  of  Agar  and  the  Events 
Compuy.  Canal  Company^  1  acted  on  the  principle,  that  where  per- 
sons assume  to  satisfy  the  legislature  that  a  certun  sum 
is  sufHcient  for  the  completion  of  a  proposed  undertak- 
ing, as  a  canal,  and  the  event  is  that  the  sum  is  not 
nearly  sufficient,  if  the  owner  of  an  estate  through 
which  the  legislature  has  given  to  the  speculators  a 
right  to  carry  the  canal,  can  shew  that  the  persons  so 
authorised  are  unable  to  complete  their  work,  and  is 
prompt  in  his  application  for  relief  grounded  on  that 
fact,  this  Court  will  not  permit  the  farther  prosecution  of 
the  undertaking."  In  Thtcknesse  v.  I^  Lancaster 
Canal  Company  {a)  it  was  held  that,  where  an  act  of 
parliament  limited  no  time  for  the  performance  of  a 
work,  the  undertakers  might  intermit,  and  resume  the 
works  whenever  they  pleased,  and  that  they  were  not 
restricted  to  what  might  be  held  a  reasonable  time. 
There,  if  a  mandamus  had  been  applied  for  to  enforce 
the  completion,  it  is  clear  that  the  Court  could  not  have 
granted  it,  as  they  could  not  interfere  with  the  discretion. 
The  authorities  cited  on  the  other  side  shew  that 
those  who  possess  such  powers  cannot  impose  a  burthen 
without  performing  all  the  work  which  is  to  be  an  equi- 
valent; but  they  do  not  shew  that  the  parties  can 
be  compelled  to  proceed.  Such  are  Blakemare  v.  The 
Glamorganshire  Canal  Navigation  (i),  the  two  cases  of 
Bex  V.  Cumbet^worth  (c),  and  Rex  v.  Edge  Lane  (d).  In 
Bex  V.  The  Hungetford  Market  Company  (e),  and  Rex  v. 

(a)  AM.^W.  472.  (6)  1  Mylne  ^  Keen,  154. 

<«  )S  J9.  i  All  108. 1  ^A,^  E,  731.       (d)  ^  A.  ^  E.  723. 
v#)  4£.  ^^d327. 

The 
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'ne  Commisiioners  for  impraoing  Market  Street j  Man-' 
Chester  (a),  commissioners,  having  bound  themselves  by 
notice  to  a  party  to  take  his  land,  were  held  incapable 
of  retracting)  and  a  mandamus  issued  to  enforce  com- 
pensation ;  but  these  cases  rest  on  a  principle  altogether 
foreign  to  that  contended  for ;  and  it  cannot  be  inferred 
from  them  that  a  mandamus  would  have  lain  to  enforce 
performance  of  the  work,  especially  if  it  had  appeared 
that  there  were  no  funds.  A  corporation  having  power 
to  hold  a  court  may  be  compelled  to  do  so  by  mandanius, 
though  the  court  has  been  discontinued  for  two  hundred 
years ;  Bex  v.  Mayor  of  WeUs  {b) :  but  there  the  charter 
imposed  a  public  duty,  which  the  corporation  could 
not  abandon  without  surrendering  the  charter.  The 
only  attempt  like  the  present  was  in  Rex  v.  The  Pro- 
prietors of  the  Birmingham  Canal  Navigation  (c) ;  and 
there  the  mandamus  was  refused ;  and  the  utmost  length 
that  any  of  the  court  went  in  favour  of  such  applica- 
tions was  to  throw  out  that  perhaps  a  refusal  to  complete 
the  work  from  sinister  motives  might  be  a  ground  for  a 
mandamus.  Bex  v.  The  Ottze  Bank  Commissioners  {d) 
was  decided  on  the  form  of  the  return.  Bex  v.  Bound  {e) 
proves  that  a  return  shewing  an  impossibility  is  su£B- 
cient  The  mandamus  here  does  not  shew  that  the 
company  have  the  funds,  or  power  to  take  lands,  or 
that  there  has  been  any  unreasonable  delay,  but  simply 
that  no  arrangements  have  been  made  for  carrying  on 
the  works,  which  might  have  been  said  the  moment  the 
act  had  passed.     Who  has  the  discretion  as  to  the  time 


1889. 

The  Qninr 

againtt 
The  Eastikv 

COUNTIKS 

Railway 
Company. 


(a)  4  ^.  ^  Ad.  SSS. ;  note  (a), 
(e)  2  IT.  BL  708. 
(0  4^.  tr  jB.  139. 

Pp  4 


(6)  4J)owL  P,  C.568. 
(d)  SA,  ^  E.  544. 


besides 
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I8S9.       besides  the  company?    The  return  shews  that  the  only 
"^^  efiect  of  a  peremptory  mandamus  would  be  to  imprison 

agama       the  parties  for  life;   since  the  power  to  complete  is 

The  EAtTtftSf  .,»/•!  1  t  ^   n 

CouMTiBt     entirely  negatived.     If  the  mandamus  be  not  good  for 
Compiuiy.     all  that  it  commands,  it  is  bad  altogether  (a) ;  nqw  it 
must  be  bad  as  to  all  for  which  the  funds  are  not  ade- 
quate. 

.  Cresswell  (in  the  absence  of  the  Attorney  General)  in 
reply.     That  the  prosecutor  has  not  traversed  any  alle- 
^  gation  in  the  returui  arises  from  the  return  presenting 

no  material  fact:  no  traverse  could  be  taken  which 
would  not  be  objected  to  for  immateriality.  It  is  said 
that  the  mandamus  is  bad,  because  it  demands,  at  any 
rate,  more  than  can  be  performed,  for  want  of  funds. 
But  the  writ  shews,  prima  facie,  a  power  to  complete 
the  whole  work,  by  referring  to  the  statute  which  the 
defendants  have  obtained  for  that  purpose.  The  writ 
does  not  become  bad  in  itself  by  an  allegation  of  in* 
ability  first  introduced  by  the  return. 

Then  the  general  question  is,  not  merely  whether 
the  statute  be  permissive  as  to  the  whole  or  imperative 
as  to  the  whole,  but  whether,  the  company  having 
partially  availed  themselves  of  the  statute,  it  be  not 
now  imperative  as  to  the  rest  It  is  contended  that  the 
insufficiency  of  funds  would  be  ground  for  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  company  from  proceeding,  and,  there- 
fore, that  it  would  be  inconsistent  to  compel  them  to 
proceed  in  the  absence  of  innds.  But,  if  the  argument 
on  the  other  side  were  correct,  it  would  be  sufficient 
answer  to  an  application  for  an  injunction,  that  the  com- 

(a)  See  fiw  ▼.  The  Church  Trustees  of  St»  Paneras,  S  J.  ^  E,  535. 

pany 
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pany  had  funds  for  a  part,  though  not  for  the  whole.        1839. 

Indeedi  the  prosecutor  may  urge  that  an  injunction 

would  be  granted  to  restrain  the  company  from  pro-        agnrut 

,.  .  ,  ,r    t  Ml.  1  •       The  Eastekm 

ceedmg  with  any  part  if  they  were  unwillmg  or  unable  Countiss^ 
to  execute  all:  and  this  agrees  with  the  language  of  complmj. 
Parke  B.  in  Lee  v.  Milner  (a).  The  argument  for  the 
defendants,  as  to  this,  must  go  the  length  of  contending 
that  they  have  no  title  to  the  part  already  completed. 
In  order  to  make  The  Mayor^  i^c.  of  King's  Lynn  v. 
Pemberion  (&)  and  Agar  v.  The  Begenfs  Canal  Company 
(there  cited)  applicable,  the  defendants  must  contend 
that  the  undertakers  in  these  cases  might  have  been 
restrained  from  proceeding  on  account  of  their  failing 
to  provide  funds,  on  a  suggestion  by  themselves,  setting 
up  their  own  default.  In  Thicknesse  v.  The -Lancaster 
Canal  Company  {c)  and  Lee  v.  Milner  {d)  no  intention 
to  abandon  was  proved.  In  Rex  v.  The  Proprietors  of 
the  Birmingham  Canal  J^avigation  (e)  the  commis- 
sioners were  to  make  the  canal  "  as  may  be  found  con- 
venient;" which  expressly  gave  a  discretion:  the  present 
case  more  nearly  resembles  that,  put  by  Lord  Eilen^ 
borough  (g),  of  trustees  appointed  by  statute  with  power 
to  provide  lamps,  who  would  be  liable  to  indictment  if 
they  did  not  provide  as  many  as  were  necessary.  The 
acceptance  of  an  act  of  parliainent  binds  as  much  as  the 
acceptance  of  a  charter :  the  defendants  therefore  are 
here  in  the  same  position  as  the  defendants  in  Rex  v. 
Mayor  of  WeUsiJi).    It  is  urged  that  the  mandamus 

(a)  2  Jf.  ^  r.  830.  (6)  1  ApofuT.  244. 

(c)  4  J/.  4>  IT.  472.  (rf)  ^M.^W.  824. 

{e)  2  W^  BL  708. 

ig)  Probably  referring  to  Barrii  v.  Baker,4  M.  ^  S,  27,  29. 
(A)  4  Vowl,  P.  C.  562. 

ought 
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1889.       ought  to  shew  that  there  are  sufficient  funds.    Now  the 

'         mandamus  does  shew,  that  the  defendants  have  executed 
Tba  Qduh 
agaUui       part  of  the  work ;  and  this  they  were  not  authorised  to 

The  Eastbkh  •«  .  \     mi 

CouNTiBs      do  (Stat  6  &  7   IV.  4f,  c.  cvi.  &  220.)  till  the  sum  of 

Compimjr.  1)600,0002.9  sufficient  to  meet  "  the  probable  expense  of 
making  the  said  railway  and  other  works/'  was  raised. 
It  is  also  argued  that  this  application  might  as  well  have 
been  made  the  moment  after  the  act  was  passed;  but 
the  fact  insisted  upon  by  the  prosecutor  is  the  length  of 
time  which  has  elapsed  without  completion  of  the  work, 
the  whole  time,  within  which  the  work  can  be  done, 
being  limited.  Then  it  is  contended  that  there  can  be 
no  default  while  any  time  remains :  if  that  were  so^  there 
could  be  no  remedy ;  for,  when  the  time  has  elapsed, 
the  works  cannot  be  perfcnrmed.  As  to  the  objection 
that  the«  mandamus  alleges  nothing  traversable,  the 
refusal  to  complete  the  work,  which  is  alleged,  is  a 
material  traversable  fact 

Then,  the  mandamus  having  commanded  the  defend- 
ants to  do  what  is  necessary,  the  answer  given  is,  that 
they  have  done  what  they  please.  It  is  asked,  how  it 
appears  that  the  defendants  will  not  purchase  all  that 
is  necessary:  the  answer  is,  that  they  have  not  yet 
done  so,  and  do  not  now  say  that  they  wilL  The  re- 
turn of  want  of  funds  should  at  any  rate  specify  how 
much  the  company  can  raise,  and  how  &r  that  will  go. 
All  that  now  appears  is  that,  because  the  company 
cannot  raise  enough  for  all  that  remains  to  be  done, 
they  will  do  nothing  more.  The  allegations  in  the  re* 
turn  as  to  funds  are  not  traversable ;  and  the  defend- 
ants have  already  engaged  with  parliament  that  their 
funds  are  sufficient.  Besides,  this  part  of  the  return 
omits  the  income  to  be  derived  from  tolls.  The  com- 
pany 
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pan  J  are  at  least  bound  to  raise  what  thqr  can,  and  1S39. 

apply  what  th^v  raise,  includinir  the  tolls,  to  the  com-  "" 

pletion  of  the  work  from  time  to  time.  agaifut 

Cur.  adv,  vuU.  Countiis 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  the  same  term  {June  16th)i 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

In  this  case  the  Court  granted  a  mandamus  to  com- 
plete the  works  which  the  company  had  undertaken  to 
execute,  by  virtue  of  the  powers  entrusted  to  them  by 
an  act  of  parliament*  A  return  was  mad^  the  suffi- 
ciency of  which  being  questioned,  it  was  set  down  for 
argument,  and  has  been  very  fully  discussed  before  us. 

The  defendants,  however,  denied  that  the  writ  of 
mandamus  itself  was  legal;  and  on  that  preliminary 
point  it  is  therefore  needful  that  we  should  first  form 
our  opinion. 

We  were  told  that  our  power  to  issue  a  writ  of  man- 
damus in  any  such  case  is  at  least  doubtful ;  and  were 
properly  reminded  that  the  form  and  method  of  pro- 
ceeding may  prevent  our  judgment  from  being  revised 
by  any  court  of  error :  a  consideration  which  certainly 
ought  to  induce  great  caution  in  assuming  jurisdiction, 
but  cannot  justify  us  in  declining  it  where  the  law  has 
lodged  it  with  the  Court.  We  have  no  more  right  to 
refuse  to  any  of  the  Queen's  subjects  the  redress  which 
we  are  empowered  to  administer,  than  to  enforce  against 
them  such  powers  as  the  constitution  has  not  confided 
to  us.  It  was  urged  that,  our  mandamus  to  compel 
obedience  to  an  act  of  parliament  implying  a  disobe- 
dience at  present,  the  prosecutor  may  indict,  and, 
having  that  remedy,  does  not  require  the  extraordinary 
process  of  mandamus.    This  argument  appears  to  prove 

too 


Railway 
Company. 
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18S9.       too  much;  as  it  would  prevent  the  Court  from  acting 
in  all  cases  where  an  act  of  parliament  is  contravened. 

The  Qirnw 

againsi  Besides,  the  indictment  does  not  compel  the  performance, 
CooNTisa  but  only  punishes  the  neglect  of  duty :  though  it  was 
Company,  thought  proper  to  remind  us  that  mandamus  might  do 
no  more,  for  that  disobedience  would  only  bring  the 
party  into  contempt,  and  expose  them  to  attachment, 
which  would  but  end  in  individual  suffering,  and  leave 
the  required  act  still  undone.  Yet  we  are  not  in  the 
habit  of  supposing  that  persons  required  to  obey  the 
Queen's  writs  issuing  from  this  Court  will  incur  the 
penalty  of  contempt  for  contumacy,  or  be  advised  to 
evade  the  known  and  ancient  process  of  the  law. 

Objections  were  also  raised  to  a  mandamus  for  in- 
suring the  execution  of  these  works.  Under  this  head 
it  was,  in  effect,  insinuated  that  similar  acts  of  parlia- 
ment entail  no  duties  whatever  on  those  who  may  pro- 
cure them ;  that  they  do  but  offer  a  boon  which  the 
projected  company  may  accept  or  reject,  or  partially 
accept  and  partially  reject,  at  their  sole  will  and  plea- 
sure. The  assertion,  appearing  in  them  all,  that  they 
have  provided  the  means  of  executing  the  intended 
works,  was  treated  as  no  proof  even  prima  facie  that 
they  have  sufficient  funds  for  that  purpose.  The  pro- 
vision for  disabling  the  company  from  taking  land  after 
the  lapse  of  a  certain  term  was  put  forth  as  a  proof 
that  they  had  full  power  to  proceed  with  their  works  or 
abandon  them,  without  any  regard  to  the  interest  of 
others.  Some  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
which  have  enjoined  companies  not  to  take  possession 
of  certain  lands  peculiarly  circumstanced,  were  called 
inconsistent  with  any  power  in  this  Court  to  require 
that  possession  should  be  taken  of  lands  under  circum- 
stances 
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stance^  entirely  diflereiit.     We  think  it  right  so  far  to        1889. 
advert  to  these  remarks,  that  we  may  wholly  disavow        

'  This  Q.USKK 

them  as  having  at  all  conduced  to  the  judgment  which        agahut 
we  are  about  to  pronounce.     When  we  made  the  rule      CooNnn 
absolute,  we  expressed  our  conviction  that  the  case  was      company. 
in  some  respects  new,  and  that  its  circumstances  ad- 
mitted of  some  doubt  whether  our  power  ought  to  be 
applied  to  them.     We  shall  keep  our  minds  open  for 
the  discussion  of  all  such  doubts  on  every  proper  occa- 
sion :  but  we  do  not  yield  to  them ;  nor  is  it  necessary 
to  advert  to  them  in  coming  to  our  present  decision. 
We  neither  hold  the  Court  incompetent  to  enforce  ex- 
ecution of  an  act  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  to 
us  in  the  affidavits,  nor  think  any  of  the  reasons  which 
we  have  enumerated  are  conclusive  against  making  our 
mandamus  peremptory. 

Those  points  will  be  as  much  open  to  argument 
hereafter  as  they  were  when  the  rule  was  obtained. 

But  it  will  be  perceived,  on  adverting  to  what  was 
said  on  the  former  occasion,  that  we  considered  the 
facts  then  stated  to  aiFord  strong  evidence  that  the 
company,  having  obtained  an  act  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose, had  stopped  short  of  effecting  it,  and  satisfied 
themselves  with  doing  less  than  one  half  of  what  they 
had  undertaken  to  do,  and  represented  themselves  to 
be  capable  of  doing.  It  was  by  that  undertaking  and 
representation  that  they  obtained  the  act,  and  the  great 
powers  of  occupying  land,  and  raising  money,  which  it 
bestowed.  We  could  not  recognise  their  right  to  say 
to  those  who  had  contracted  with  them,  and  to  the 
public,  **  Our  undertaking  does  not  bind  us,  because 
our  statements  were  untrue ;  we  have  nothing  to  con- 
sider but  the  pecuniary  interests  of  the  company,  and 

claim 
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18S9.       claim  to  exercise  an  unlimited  option  over  these  works 

and  every  part  of  them.*'     The  rule  was  made  absolute, 

agaimt       and  the  writ  was  directed  to  go,  on  the  supposition  that 

CouMTiBs      they  had  no  intention  to  proceed  bona  fide  with  their 

Company,      works,  and  had  on  the  contrary  abandoned  all  intention 

to  complete  them. 

But  the  prosecutors  o(  the  writ  have  stated  no  such 
facts.  What  they  state  may  raise  a  suspicion  on  the 
subject,  but  fails  far  short  of  proof.  The  acts  are 
recited  in  the  inducement  to  the  writ,  especially  the 
power  to  vary  their  line  within  a  given  time,  or  that 
otherwise  they  must  abide  by  the  line  laid  down  in  the 
plans.  The  writ  proceeds  to  allege  that  Charles  Sk^monds 
is  the  owner  of  lands  near  Yarmouth^  enumerated  in  the 
schedule,  and  has  required  the  company  to  set  out  and 
define  the  line  of  the  railway  deviating  firom  that  in  the 
plans,  and  to  proceed  to  make  and  complete  the  railway 
to  Normch  and  Yarmouth:  **yet  you,  well  knowing 
the  premises,  but  not  regarding  your  duty  in  that  behalf, 
have  absolutely  refused  and  neglected,  and  still  do  refuse 
and  neglect,  to  purchase  the  lands  necessary  to  the 
making  and  completing  the  said  railway,  and  lying 
between  Colchester  and  Norwich^  and  between  Notimch 
and  Yarmouth  aforesaid,  or  to  set  out  and  define  the 
line  of  the  said  railway,  deviating  as  aforesaid,  or  to 
make  and  complete  the  said  raOway  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  act  of  parliament  "(a):  and, 
afterwards  (6),  it  commands  the  company  to  complete 
the  whole  road,  to  set  out  the  deviated  line  especially, 
and  to  purchase  the  lands  necessary  for  that  purpose. 
Here  is  no  averment  that  the  company  have  given  up 

(a)  See  pp.  549,  550,  antd. 

(5)  This  appears  to  refer  to  the  mandatory  part  of  the  writ. 

their 
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their  design,  or  have  wiirully  exercised  any  injurious        18S9. 

option,  or  that  they  are  not  effecting  it  with  all  conve-       

nient  speed,  or  that  even  a  reasonable  tiitie  has  elapsed        againti 
in  the  opinion  of  the  prosecutors  without  due  preparations      Coumtiss 
being  made,  or  that  it  would  not  be  more  advantageous      CompaHy. 
to  all  concerned  to  abide  by  the  original  line  than  set 
out  and  define  a  different  one. 

The  gravamen  rests  in  the  simple  form  of  a  complaint, 
that  the  company  has  refused  to  purchase  lands  at  the 
time  when  Mr.  Symonds  required  them  to  do  so.  There 
is  no  inconsistency  between  this  and  the  possible  fact  of  ' 
their  having  done  all  that  prudence  authorised  to  obtain 
such  lands  at  equitable  prices,  and  refused  to  purchase 
because  fair  bargains  could  not  be  obtained*  We  can 
infer  no  fault;  it  must  be  distinctly  charged;  and  the 
charge,  as  it  stands,  is  quite  insufficient,  and  falls  deci- 
dedly below  the  case  which  we  thought  was  made  rea- 
sonably probable  by  the  affidavits  on  both  sides. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 
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Collins  against  Yewens, 


June  12Ui. 

When  a  party 
is  arrested  in 
one  action,  he 
is  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the 
sheriff  in  all 
actions  in 
which  writs 
have  been  de- 
livered to  the 
sheriff. 

But,  if  the 
first  arrest  be 
illegal,  the 
party  cannot  be 
detained  under 
other  writs 
without  a  fresh 
arrest 

SuchlVesh 
arresi  is  not 
prerented  by 
the  custody 
under  the 
former  illegal 
arrest,  if  there 
be  no  collusion.   Ixn'don  (^). 

But,  if  a 
sheriff's  oiBcer,  haying  arrested  without  a  warrant,  procure,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
the  arrest  good,  his  own  name  to  be  inserted  in  a  warrant  properly  issued  in  an  action 
to  another  officer,  an  arrest  or  detainer  in  this  action  will  not  warrant  a  detainer 
under  a  ca.  sa.  in  another  suit,  which  had  been  delirered  to  the  sheriff  before  the  first 
arrest,  and  no  warrant  issued  on  it :  nor  can  the  sheriff's  officer  resort  to  such  last- 
mentioned  writ  to  support  the  original  arrest ;  but  the  Court  will  discharge  the  party  as 
to  the  prior  suit.  And  this,  though  affidarit  be  made  negatiring  collusion  between  the 
plaintiff  in  the  prior  suit  and  the  sheriff  or  his  officer. 

Quare,  whether  a  defendant,  since  sUt.  S  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  67.  «.  2.,  can  be  arrested  on  a 
judgment  and  ca.  sa.,  both  more  than  a  year  old,  and  the  ca.  sa.  baring  issued  within  a 
year  of  the  judgment,  without  a  scire  facias. 


LT  UMFREY  obtained  a  rule,  in  last  Easter  term, 
calling  upon  the  plaintiiF,  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex^ 
and  Abraham  Slffmman^  officer  to  the  said  sheriff,  to 
shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged 
out  of  custody  in  this  action,  he  having  been  illegally 
arrested ;  and  wny  the  plaintiff,  or  the  sheriff,  or  his 
officer,  should  not  pay  the  defendant  his  costs  occa- 
sioned by  the  arrest,  &c.  The  facts  will  sufficiently 
appear  from  the  judgment     In  this  term  (a), 

KeUy^  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and  Kennedy,  on  be- 
half of  the  sheriff,  shewed  cause.  They  referred  to 
Howson  V.  Walker  (6),  Barratt  v.  Price  (c).  The  Case  of 
the  Marshalsea  (rf),  Drake  v.  Sykes  {e\  and  Goodwin  v. 


(a)  May  25th,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUUedale,  Pottesoti,  and 
HWanUf  Js. 
(6)  S  W.  BL  8SS.  (c)  9  Bmg.  566. 

[d)  10  Rep.  66  6.  {e)  7  T.  R.  113. 

(rt  1  -rf.  *  J.  878. 


Sir 
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Sir  F.  PcUock  and  Hwmfrey^  contr^,  referred  to 
Spence  v.  Stuart  (a),  Barclay  v.  Faber  (6),  Bose  v.  Tomb^ 
linson  {c),  Jacobs  v.  Jacobs  {d). 

Cur  adv.  vuU* 


1S39. 


COLUVS 

agaxnti 

YlWRNS. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.  This  was  an  application  to  discharge  a 
defendant  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground  that  he  was 
detained  by  the  sheriff  on  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfa- 
ciendum at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  having  been  ille- 
gally arrested  in  the  first  instance  by  one  Slowman^  who 
had  no  warrant;  and  it  does  not  appear  by  the  aflSdavits 
at  whose  suit  Slowman  professed  to  arrest  him,  Also^ 
on  the  ground  that  no  scire  facias  had  been  Issued  to 
revive  the  judgment,  which  was  more  than  a  year 
old  ((?). 

It  is  unnecessary  to  give  any  opinion  as  to  the  second 
objection,  inasmuch  as  we  decide  in  favour  of  the  de- 
fendant on  the  first. 

It  appeared  that  Slowman^  who  arrested  the  defend- 
ant, was  one  of  the  officers  usually  employed  by  the 
sheriff,  but  who  had  no  warrant  in  the  particular  case. 
The  defendant  was  taken  to  the  lock-up  house  of  Sl&a>- 


(a)  S  East,  89.  (b)  2  B.  i  Aid,  743. 

(c)  S  DowL  P.  C.  49.     See  p.  55.  (d)  3  DowL  P.  C.  675. 

(e)  Judgment  id  CoWnt  v,  Yewem  was  entered  on  25th  May  1837  ; 
and  a  ca.  8a.  issued  the  same  day ;  the  sheriff  returned  non  est  inven- 
tus on  28th  September,  1837;  and  the  succeeding  sheriff  made  a  similar 
return  on  28th  September,  1838.  The  judgment. roll  had  been  carried 
into  the  treasury ;  and  the  returns  had  been  entered  thereon.  No  stress 
was  laid  on  the  returns,  in  the  argument.  On  this  point,  the  following 
authorities  were  referred  to.  Stat  3  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  67.  «.  2. ;  2  Chitty'i 
Archbold,  p.  853,  6th  ed.  (but  see  ib.  p.  818,  7th  ed.,  and  Simpson  ▼.  Heath, 
SM.^W.  631.)  ;  ScoU  ▼.  WhaOey,  \  U.  M  297. ;  Ogihie  ▼.  Fol^,  2  fT. 
SLUM.;   Taylor  ▼.  Bipkins,  5  B.  ^  Aid,  489. 


Vol.  X. 


Qq 


man 
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1839.       man  $  and^  whilst  be  was  there,  SUmman  obtained  a  war- 
~  rant  in  this  action  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  CoUins^  on 

againtt  a  writ  which  was  in  the  office  before  the  arrest :  but,  a» 
the  warrant  was  issued  subsequently  to  the  arrBst,  he 
knew  that  it  could  not  avail  him ;  therefore  he  applied 
to  one  Nathan,  a  sheriff's  officer  who  held  a  waiTant 
against  the  defendant  at  the  suit  of  Richardson  and  an-- 
other  (the  only  warrant  which  appears  to  have  been 
issued  before  the  arrest),  and  persuaded  Nathan  to  give 
him  up  that  warrant.  Nathan  indorsed  it  that  it  had 
not  been  executed  by  him ;  but  SUmman  procured  his 
name  to  be  inserted,  and  persuaded  the  sheriff  that  the 
defendant  had  been  arrested  under  that  warrant  (a). 

The  general  rule  of  law  undoubtedly  is  that,  as  soon 
as  a  party  is  arrested  in  one  action,  he  is  considered  to 
be  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  in  all  actions  in  which 
writs  have  been  issued  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff;  for, 
as  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal  says  in  Barratt  v.  Pric€{b\, 
^^  it  would  be  only  an  idle  and  useless  ceremony  to 
arrest  the  defendant  in  the  rest ;  it  would  be  *  actum 
agere^*  But  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  goes  on  to  add 
that,  *^  where  the  sheriff  has  by  his  own  act  illegally 
arrested  the  defendant,  the  defendant  is  not  in  custody 
under  the  first  writ,  he  is  suffering  a  false  imprison- 
ment; and  such  false  imprisonment  being  no  arrest  in 
the  original  action,  cannot  operate  as  an  arrest  under 
the  other  writs  lodged  with  the  sheriff." 

It  is  obvious  that  tlie  same  observations  will  apply 
where  the  first  arrest  is  by  a  m^re  stranger  and  wrong- 
doer ;  for,  in  such  case,  the  writs  in  the  sheriff's  office 

(a)  It  appeared  that,  upon  this  persuatioD,  the  sheriflT  detained  the  de« 
fendant  in  ColUru  v.  Yewens, 
(6)  9  Bing.  570. 

cannot 
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cannot  operate.  But,  if  in  such  case  a  baiIi£F,  having  a  1839. 
warrant,  arrests  the  defendant,  already  illegally  in  cus-  " 
tody,  without  collusion  with  those  who  so  have  him  in  agamst 
custody,  such  arrest  is  legal,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant 
is  not  by  such  illegal  custody  privileged  from  arrest 
'.under  legal  process.  And  this  is  the  true  ground  of  the 
decision  in  Htmson  v.  Walker  {a)  and  Crawden  v. 
Walker  {a).  Therefore,  if  Natkan^  who  had  a  warrant 
at  the  suit  of  Richardson  and  another^  had  arrested  the 
defendant  without  collusion  with  Slaaman^  while  he  was 
in  Slowman*s  illegal  custody,  doubtless  the  arrest  would 
have  been  good,  and  all  other  writs  then  in  the  sheriiPs 
office  would  have  attached  upon  it.  But  the  case  here  is 
widely  different.  Skmman  is  the  officer  in  both  actions : 
the  present  plaintiff,  Collins^  can  have  iio  rights  except 
through  the  agency  of  Sk/amanj  to  whom  a  warrant  on 
his  writ  was  directed  afler  the  defendant  was  arrested. 
JSlowman  makes  no  affidavit :  we  do  not  know  at  whose 
suit  he  professed  to  arrest  the  defendant,  whether  at  the 
suit  of  Collins  or  Richards  and  another^  or  Richardson 
and  another  (6).  He  mentioned  no  plaintiff's  name  to 
the  defendant,  so  far  as  the  affidavits  show :  and,  if  we 
were  to  hold  this  arrest  or  detainer  (for  it  does  not 
appear  which  it  is)  good,  we  should  be  authorising  any 
sheriff's  officer  without  a  warrant  to  arrest  any  person 
against  whom  he  fancied  that  writs  were  lodged  in  the 
office,  and  then  to  cure  the  illegality  of  his  original 
arrest  by  procuring  warrants  on  the  writs  so  lodged  ;  a 
speculation  which  cannot  be  endured.  An  affidavit 
IS  made  by  the  clerk  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  denying 
any  collusion  with  the  sheriff  or  Siowman  ;  but  this  is 

(a)  2  W,  BL  823. 

(6)  In  both  these  cases,  there  were  writs  sigainst  Ytwent, 

Q  q  2  very 


TSWSMS. 
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18S9.        very  vague;  and,  besides,  the  warrant  in  the  action  » 

_  to  Slcnvman  himself,  the  wrons-doer. 

jgainti  In  the  case  of  Richards  and  another  v.  Yewens  (a) 

the  warrant  was  not  directed  to  SUnman^  but  to  one 
WiUis^  a  sheriff's  officer.  There  is  an  affidavit  by  the 
clerk  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  denying  all  collusion : 
and  this  case  depends  on  the  question  whether,  under 
the  circumstances,  the  writ,  which  was  in  the  sheriff's 
office  before  the  illegal  arrest,  operated. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  it  did  not,  by  reason  of  the 
defendant  not  behig  at  any  time  legally  in  custody 
of  the  sheriff  under  any  legal  arrest.  Here,  as  in  the 
former  case,  if  WiUis  had  arrested  the  defendant  whilst 
in  such  illegal  custody,  he  could  not  have  been  dis- 
charged ;  but  no  such  arrest  was  made.  We  are  there- 
fore of  opinion  that  the  rules  must  be  made  absolute  for 
discharging  the  defendant  in  both  actions. 

Rule  absolute  (i),  without  costs. 

(a)  It  is  not  thonght  neceaaary  to  report  this  caie  more  fully. 

\f)  See  Pcarton  t.  Tewent^  5  New  Co.  489»  567. ;  HaU  t.  Hawkmh 
AM,^  IT.  590.;  ITaffcm  t.  Com^  4  Jf.  fr  r.  598. ;  Jro6mjoi»  t.  Tewmh 
SIL^W.  149. 
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ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  18S9. 

IN  TBB 

Court  of  QUEEN'S  BENCH, 

AND 
UPON  WRITS  OF  ERROR  FROM  THAT  COURT  TO  THE 

EXCHEQUER    CHAMBER, 


Trinity  Vacation, 

In  the  Second  and  Tliird  Years  of  the  Reign  of 
Victoria. 


The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  Banc  in  this  Vacation 
were^ 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.        Patteson  J. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  WiLLIAMS  J. 


The  ca$es,  argued  and  decided  in  this  or  former 
vacations,  to  which  S,  is  affixed,  are  reported  by  Mr* 
Smirke;  those  argued  in  Trinity  term,  18S9,  by  Mr. 
EUis  and  Mr.  Smirke;  the  rest  by  Mr.  Adolpkus  and 
Mr.  EUis. 

Qq  S 
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1839. 

The  Queen  against  David  Jones. 

^^«  wSr^»  QHILTON,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  to 
official  principal         shew  cause  whv  the  writ  of  contumace  capiendo, 

H  not  the  pro-     ...  .  . 

per  party  to       issued  in  this  case,  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregu- 

•ignify  the  con-     • 

tumacyof  ade-  larity,  with  costs,  and  the  defendant  be  discharged  out 
suit  before  him  of  custody  Under  the  writ,  and  the  prosecutor  pay  the 
Consisforj  *  <^®sts  of  the  application.  The  grounds  of  the  applica- 
Si8*both*before  ^'^°  were,  that  the  excommunication  was  certified  by  a 
5i*^G '^^  *****  surrogate  only,  and  not  by  the  Vicar  General  himself, 
c  127. :  and,     or  in  the  name  of  the  bishop,  and  that  the  certificate  did 

where  defend- 
ant is  uken        not  Sufficiently  set  fofth  the  cause  of  the  commitment, 

under  a  con- 
tumace ca-        or  shew  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court. 

u^nsucTcer-        There  were  also  affidavits  on  both  sides  upon  the 
Co^rt'^^u*dis-   inerits;   but    they   were    not  discussed,  the   objection 
of3t^°! ''"'  turning  wholly  on  the  form  of  the  writ     In  last  Trinity 
term  (a), 

E.  V.  Williams 

(a)  Wedneiiaffy  Mwf  22d.  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LiUledale, 
Patteton,  and  WUHamt  Js. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  writ  de  contumacy  capiendo^  reciting 
the  certificate  of  the  ecclesiastical  judge. 

Victorioy  by  the  grace  of  God,  &c.  to  the  slieriff  of  Carmarthendure^ 
greeting.  David  Archard  fFilHams,  clerk,  surrogate  and  representative  of 
Augustus  FecheU,  Esquire,  Master  of  Arts,  Vicar  General  and  principal 
official  of  the  Right  Reverend  Father  in  God  John  Banks,  by  divine  per- 
mission Lord  Bishop  of  Saint  DawT*,  lawfully  constituted  and  appointed 
the  sole  judge  of  the  Ecclesiastical  and  Consbtory  Court  in  Carmarthen, 
in  and  for  the  diocese  of  Saint  David^s  aforesaid,  hath  signified  to  us  tba( 
one  David  Jones  of  Placenewydd  in  the  parish  of  Llannon  in  the  county 
of  Carmarthen  and  diocese  aforesaid,  husbandman,  is  manifestly  contu- 
macious, and  contemns  the  jurisdiction  and  authority  of  the  law  and  juris- 
diction ecclesiastical,  in  not  obeying  the  lawful  commands  of  the  said 
D.  A,  WilUamst  the  judge  of  the  said  Court,  to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to 

the 
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E.  V.  WiUiams  shewed  cause.  Stat.  53  G.  S.  c.  127. 
5.  1.  provides  that,  in  causes  cognizable  in  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Court,  when  any  person  disobeys  a  lawful 

decree, 

the  Reverend  Ebenner  Morris,  clerk,  curate,  and  incumbent  of  the  parish 
and  parish  church  of  JJanrwn  in  the  county  and  diocese  aforesaid,  or  to 
J.  WUtiaffu  his  proctor^  the  sum  of  SSL  lis.  4d,,  the  amount  of  costs  on 
his  the  said  E  Morrises  behalf,  duly  taxed  in  a  certain  cause  of  the  o£Bce 
of  judge»  lately  depending  before  the  said  D,  A,  WilUams,  the  surrogate 
and  representative  of  the  said  A,  Pechell  as  aforesaid,  in  judgment  in  the 
said  Court  held  at  Carmarthen,  and  sUU  remaining,  wherein  the  said 
S,  Morris  is  the  party  agent  and  promovent,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said 
D.  Jones  is  the  party  respondent  accused  and  complained  of,  of  the  other 
part,  in  not  obeying  the  lawful  commands  of  the  said  D.  A,  WUUams,  the 
judge  of  the  said  Court,  as  herein  is  described  and  set  forth,  to  pay  or 
cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  E.  Morris,  or  to  his  said  proctor  the  said 
J  WUUams,  the  said  sum  of  35/.  lis,  4d.  the  costs  aforesaid,  and  to  pay  to 
the  said  E.  Morris,  or  to  his  proctor  the  said  J,  WUUams,  the  further  sum 
of  SiL  2«.  8dL  the  taxed  costs  of  a  monition  and  of  executing  the  same  mo- 
nitioo  upon  the  said  D.  Jones,- 9nd  by  reason  of  his  manifest  contempt  and 
contumacy  in  not  appearing  before  the  said  D.  A.  Williams  the  judge  of 
the  said  Court,  lawfully  authorised  and  constituted  as  herein  mentioned, 
and  set  forth  on  a  certain  competent  day,  hour,  and  place,  now  long  past, 
in  the  cause  or  matter  aforesaid,  which  is  a  cause  of  the  office  of  judge  at 
the  promotion  of  the  said  E.  Morris  against  the  said  D.  Jones,  for  divers 
alleged  neglects  or  omissions  of  several  of  the  ecclesiastical  duties  of  the 
said  D.  Jones  in  his  office  of  churchwarden  of  the  said  parish  of  Uannon, 
in  the  county  and  diocese  aforesaid  for  the  time  l)eing,  and  which  said 
office  of  churchwarden  of  the  said  parish  of  Uannon,  in  the  county  and 
diocese  aforesaid,  he  the  said  D.  Jones  had  duly  accepted  and  taken  upon 
himself  for  the  time  being ;  and  particularly  for  his  having  as  such  church- 
warden [here  the  writ  set  forth  his  wilful  absence  from,  and  refusal  to 
attend  at,  the  parish  church  of  the  said  parish  during  the  performance  of 
divine  worship  on  several  Sundays,  to  see  that  due  order  was  kept  therein, 
and  his  refusal,  when  required,  to  provide  sufficient  sacramental  bread  and 
wine,  having  at  the  time  sufficient  or  ample  means  in  his  hands,  or  in  his 
power,  for  that  purpose ;  and  also  his  contempt.in  not  attending  before 
the  said  judge  pursuant  to  a  monition  duly  issued  and  served  on  him,  and 
contumaciously  refusing  to  obey  the  lawful  commands  of  the  said  judge 
and  to  pay  the  said  costs].  Therefore  he  the  said  2).  A.  Williams,  lawfully 
authorised  as  the  judge  of  the  said  Court,  did  in  open  Court  decree  and 
pronounce  the  said  D.  Jones,  for  the  causes  aforesaid,  to  be  contumacious 
and  in  contempt,  and  the  said  Z).  Jones  is  therefore  contumacious  and  in 
Q  q   4<  contempt; 
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2839.        decree,  the  judge  or  judges  who  issued  out  the  citatioDf 
"~  or  whose  lawful  decree  is  not  obeyed,  may  pronounce 

agahtMi  such  person  to  be  contumacious  and  in  contempt,  andy 
within  ten  days,  signify  the  same  in  form  annexed  to  the 
act,  to  his  Majesty  in  Chancery,  as  heretofore  done  in 
signifying  excommunications  ;  and  thereupon  a  writ  de 
con tu  mace  capiendo,  in  the  form  annexed,  shall  issue 
from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  all  rules  and  regula- 
/  tions,  not  altered  by  that  act,  applying  to  the  writ  of 

excommunicato  capiendo,  are  made  to  extend  to  the  writ 
de  contumace  capiendo.  The  blank  form  in  the  sche- 
dule (A.)  may  be  relied  upon  as  shewing  that  the  signi- 
ficavit  must  be  by  a  higher  officer  than  a  surrogate.  It 
uses  the  plural  form,  "  we  hereby  notify  and  signify " 
Sec,  and  the  words  *^  by  divine  Providence."  But  the 
latter  words  apply  only  to  an  archbishop ;  so  that  any 
argument  drawn  from  the  use  of  them,  would  exclude  a- 
bishop,  or  the  court  of  delegates.  With  respect  to  the 
plural   form,  it  appears  from  Prankard  v.  Deade  (a) 


contempt ;  and  he  the  said  D,  A.  WilUafns^  the  sole  judge  of  the  said 
Court,  as  herein  mentioned  and  set  forth,  being  within  ten  days  after  such 
his  decree  being  pronounced  as  aforesaid  "  [sic]  ;  *<  nor  will  he  submit  to 
the  ecclenastical  jurisdiction  ;  but,  forasmuch  as  the  rojal  power  ought  not 
to  be  wanting  to  enforce  such  jurisdiction,  we  command  you,  that  you  attach 
'  the  said  D,  Jones  by  his  body  until  he  shall  have  made  satisfaction  for  the 
said  contempt ;  and  how  you  shall  execute  this  our  precept  notify  unto  us 
on  the  11  th  January  next,  wheresoever  we  shall  then  be  in  England,  and 
in  no  wise  omit  this  :  and  have  you  there  this  writ.  Witness  ourselves  at 
Westminaer  the  26th  November^  in  the  2d  year  of  our  reign BentaH 

The  writ  was  allowed,  inrolled,  and  delivered  of  record  in  this  Court  in 
Michaehnat  term,  2  Vict. 

A  return  of  cepi  corpus  was  endorsed  by  the  sheriff  in  the  same  term ; 
but  it  had  not  been  filed  at  the  time  of  making  the  above  motion. 

(a)  1  Hagg,  Ecc.  Rep.  169,  1 90.  See  certificates  by  a  commissary,  and 
by  a  mayor  of  London,  in  the  same  plural  form,  in  Madox*s  Formvlare, 
pp.  19  and  10. 

that 
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that  an  archdeacon,  and  even  the  surrogate  of  a  vicar*  J  889. 
general,  are  in  the  practice  of  assuming  it ;  and  that  a 
surrogate  is,  for  some  purposes,  a  judge  in  criminal  yotiui 
suits.  The  form  given  is  only  by  way  of  example,  and 
must  be  fitted  to  circumstances.  It  speaks  of  the 
^<  ecclesiastical  judge,  or  his  representative.''  Here  the 
surrc^te  is  the  judge  whose  decree  is  contemned,  and 
who  is  therefore  the  party  to  signify.  There  is  an 
obiter  observation  of  the  Court  in  Hex  v.  BicketU  (a), 
that  the  judge  is  to  convey  the  information  only  as  the 
instrument  of  the  archbishop ;  but  the  practice  is  con- 
trary to  this ;  and  the  writ  in  that  case  was  not  objected 
to,  though  it  ran  in  the  name  of  the  official  principal. 
If  it  be  urged  that  the  officer  was  here  the  mere  deputy 
of  a  deputy,  the  answer  is  that  such  deputations  are  of 
constant  occurrence,  and  of  recognised  validity  in  the  ' 
spiritual  courts.  The  128th  of  the  canons  of  160S(6) 
regulates  the  appointment  of  judicial  deputies,  and  pre- 
scribes their  qualifications.  In  Prankard  v.  Deacle  {c) 
Sir  John  NichoU  speaks  of  the  **  surrogate,  or  other 
competent  judged  With  respect  to  the  statement  of 
the  cause  in  the  court  below,  enough  appears  to  shew 
that  it  was  one  within  its  cognizance. 

ChtUony  contril.  The  cause  is  not  sufficiently  stated ; 
but  at  all  events  the  significavit  is  by  the  wrong  party. 
The  contumacy  is  to  be  signified  (stat.  S%  G.^.  c.  127.  s.  1.) 
*^  as  hath  been  heretofore  done  in  signifying  excommuni- 
cations;" and  all  rules,  applicable  to  writs  of  excommu- 


(a)  6  A.  t  E.5S7,  541. 

(6)   Gt6ton*«  Codex,  tit.  zliiL  c«p.  3.  (vol.  2.  p.  991.,  Sd  cd.}. 

(c)  1  Hogg,  Ecc,  Mep,  169,  190. 
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1839.  nicato  capiendo^  are  extended  to  the  new  writs.  Now 
exoommanication  was  always  certified  hj  the  bishop. 
In  Co.  Lii.  ]34.a.  it  is  said  that  none  can  certify  ex- 
commengement  but  die  bishop,  or  one  that  has  ordi- 
nary jurisdiction;  and  a  passage  from  Yearb.  AucA* 
11  Heiu^.  64  A.  pi.  16.  is  referred  to,  in  which  it  is 
said  that  formerly  every  official  or  commissary  of  the 
bishop  might  testify  excommunication,  till  it  was  or* 
dained  by  parliament  that  none  but  the  bishop  should 
do  so.  IPatteson  J.  Can  you  find  any  such  act  of 
parliament  (a)?]  None.  In  Yearb.  Tr.  7  Ed.  4.  14  A. 
pi.  6.  it  is  laid  down  that  the  commissary  may  certify, 
but  it  must  be  in  the  name  of  the  bishop.  The  chan- 
cellor of  Oxford  or  Cambridge  Universities  may  cer- 
tify (6) ;  but  the  Vice  Chancellor  cannot,  except  in  the 

(a)  The  words  of  HanJcford  (then  puisne  Judge  of  C.  P.,  afterwards 
C.  J.  of  K.  B.) in  the  passage  in  Yearb.  H.  4.  are  as  follows:  *^Tmf 
trore  en  mes  livres  en  temps  Sir  Will'  Herle,  qu*en  ascun  temps  chescun 
official  et '  commissary  d*  evesque  purra  tesmoigner  un  excommengement 
en  Court  le  Roy,  et  per  le  miscbiefe  que  ensuit  d*  icel,  il  fuit  arise  en  par- 
lement,  que  nul  duist  tesmoigner  excommengement,  mes  solemenC 
TeTesque,  et  cest  ley  est  uncore  use,'*  &c.  The  name  of  Herle,  either  n 
counsel  or  judge,  occurs  throughout  the  reign  of  Ed.  2,  and  during  a 
part  of  that  of  Ed,  S,  until  13S6  (9  Ed.  S.)i  when,  according  to  Dugdah, 
he  receired  his  quietus.  In  all  the  cases  upon  certificates  of  excommuni- 
cation during  that  period,  which  the  reporters  have  been  able  to  find  in  the 
year-books  and  in  FiixherberVt  abridgement,  the  bishop  or  archbishop 
appears  to  hare  certified ;  nor  is  there  any  suggestion  in  them  of  a  change 
of  practice.  Fleta,  lib.  vi.  c.  38.  s.  2.,  speaks  of  the  ordinary  as  the 
proper  person.  Bntdorif  lib.  ▼.  cap.  23.  s.  3.,  says  that  an  excommunicate 
may  be  taken,  "  ad  mandatum  episcopi  vel  ^fus  qfflciftKt,**  but  not  on  the 
mandate  of  a  judge  delegate,  archdeacon,  or  other  inferior  judge,  "quia  rex 
in  episcopos  coertionem  habet  propter  baroniam.**  But  he  seems  to  make 
a  distinction  between  certificates  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  party,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  supporting  a  plea  in  abatement.  See  ib,  sect.  1.  And 
see  further  Begat.  Brev.  65.  ;  F.  N.  B.  65. ;  Lyndvt.  Provin.  pp.  127, 
▼erb.  Braehium  seculare;  350.  verb.  Pr^eHatorum^  ed.  1779. 

(b)  TraUop't  Case,  8  Bep,  68  b. 

name 
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name  of  the  ChADcellor.  The  rule  is,  that  none  can  18S9. 
oertify  but  those  to  whom  this  Court  can  writer  if  ne»  _  ^ 
c^ssary ;  and  this  Court  can  only  write  to  the  ordinary :  ^ommi 
Tnikyfs  Case{a).  The  bishop  alone  b  the  judge  meant 
by  the  statute.  But  if  the  Vicar  General  be,  as  he  is 
lepresented  in  the  writ  to  be,  the  "  sole  judge,"  then  the 
surrogate^  who  styles  himself  only  the  representative  of 
the  judge,  cannot  be  a  proper  person  to  signify  under 
the  act,  A  surrogate  is  (Hie  ^*  substituted  or  appointed 
in  the  room  of  another;"  CaweVs  Law  Dictionary y  v. 
Surrogate:  and  the  rule  '*  delegatus  non  potest  de* 
legare"  applies;  for  he  is  only  the  substitute  of  a 
deputy,  namely,  of  a  vicar  general  and  official  principal* 
In  Res  V.  Bicketts  it  was  unnecessary  •  to  consider 
whether  the  writ  was  objecticmable  on  this  ground ;  but 
the  significavit  was  there  by.  a  judge  who  united  the 
offices  of  dean  of  the  arches  and  official  principal,  which 
are  always  held  by  the  same  person.  iLittledale  J.  It 
is  said  in  Com.  Dig.  Excommengementf  (B  2.)  (i),  ^^^  the 
certificate  of  the  contempt  ought  to  be  by  the  ordinary 
by  his  letters  under  seaL]  If,  then,  the  significavit  is 
irregular,  the  capias  founded  on  it  must  be  bad,  and  the 
party  entitled  to  his  discharge. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  this  vacation  {Jtme  21st) 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  His  Lordship 
stated  that,  upon  referring  to  the  authorities,  it  appeared 
that  the  writ  could  not  properly  be  issued  upon  the  cer- 
tificate of  a  surrogate  in  his  own  name.  That  such 
certificate  was   irregular  before  the  statute  53  G.  8. 

(a)  8  nep.  68  a.  (6)  Referring  to  Roc  t.  Fowkr^  1  SoUt.  293. 

C.  127., 
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18S9.       c  1 27.9  and  that  there  was  nothing  in  that  statute  shew^ 
"~  ing  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  alter  the  practice 

agamu       in  this  respect.     The  defendant  was  to  have  his  costs, 
upon  undertaking  not  to  bring  any  action  (a). 

Rule  absolute  to  discharge  defendant  out  of 
custody  as  to  his  commitment  by  virtne- 
of  the  writ  de  contumace  capiendo. 

(a)  The  Court  made  no  order  to  set  aside  the  writ,  as  in  Bex  t. 
BewUi  (note  (a)  to  Bex  t.  INdkeiti,  6  Ji.  f  K  547).  The  defendant 
elected  to  take  his  rule  without  costs ;  but  no  action  was  ever  brought  by 
him.  Further  proceedings  were  taken  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court ;  but 
they  were  stopped  by  the  death  of  the  defendant. 


Tkundi^f  Cann  against  Clipperton. 

Jung  13th.  ^ 

Whereasta.      ^RESPASS  for  assaulting  plaintiff,  forcing  him  to 

tutory  protec-       JL 

taon  is  given  to  go  to  the  Justice-room  at  the  Mansion  House  in 

Adted  in  pur-  ^^^  ^f  the  city  of  London,  and  falsely  imprisoning  him, 

IZte/a^ pX  &c.     Plea,  Not  Guilty.     On  the  trial  before  Lord  Den^ 

to^i  p^*^*^  man  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after  Hilary  term, 

J^o"™«'!jy    1838,  the  following  facts  appeared. 
Decause  oe  oe^ 

lieved,  bonA  IVilliam  Wilman  was  the  landlord  of  a  house  in  Sun 

fide,  that  he  r      ^  >  t 

was  so  acting.     Street,  Bishopsgale,  of  which,  at  the  time  in  question, 

reasonable  one  Horswell  claimed  to  be  tenant,  but  Wilman  disputed 

belief.    °'    *  ^'^®  tenancy.     In  November  I8S7,  no  one  being  on  the 

acted^nSr?  premises,  Wilman  sent  in  workmen  to  do  repairs.     On 

reasonable,  November  21st  (the  day  before   the  alleged  trespass), 

taken,  persu*.  HorsnveWs  wife,  with  the  plaintiff,  who  was  her  brother- 

sion,  from  ap- 
pearances, that 

the  facts  were  such  as  made  his  proceeding  justifiable  by  the  statute,  he  is  entitled  to  pro-* 
tection,  though  the  real  facts  were  such  that  the  statute  clearly  affords  no  justification. 

Thus,  if,  by  the  assumed  authority  of  sUt.  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  SO.  t.  S8.,  which  gives  power 
to  arrest  persons  Jbund  commiUing  certain  offences,  a  party  has  arrested  another  as  being 
so  found,  under  circumstances  which  afforded  reason  for  thinking  that  he  was,  at  the  time, 
committing  such  offence,  though  in  reality  he  was  not,  and  an  action  is  brought  for  the 
arrest,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  notice  of  action  under  sect.  41. 

in- 
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in-law^  and  othersi  went  to  the  house,  and  forcibly  took        1889. 

possession.     Wijbnan^  during  the  day,  endeavoured  to        "T 

repossess  himself  of  the  premises,  but  was  driven  off.        i^g^mu 

Qhutwuao$L 
Mrs.  HarswelTa  party  remained  in  the  house,  and,  in 

the  latter  part  of  the  day,  took  out  the  windows,  one  of 
which  they  shattered.  Hallj  a  policeman,  saw  the 
damage  going  on,  and  the  plaintiff  and  Mrs.  Horswell 
(as  he  judged  by  their  gestures)  giving  directions. 
JFilmanj  before  he  was  driven  away,  desired  Hall  to  take 
the  parties  into  custody ;  but  he  refused.  Mrs.  Hors- 
welPs  party  remained  on  the  premises  during  the  night. 
They  made  a  fire  on  one  of  the  hearths,  and  suffered 
the  fire  to  catch  the  rafters  of  the  house.  In  the 
morning,  about  eight  o'clock,  Hallj  the  policeman, 
went  into  the  house  and  found  it  on  fire.  The  plaintiff 
was  not  there;  but  the  policeman  sent  to  the  plain- 
tiff's house  in  Holbom  for  him.  He  came  about  half 
past  ten ;  and  some  conversation  passed  between  him  and 
the  policeman  respecting  the  fire.  The  defendant,  who 
was  a  solicitor,  and  acted  on  behaU'  of  fVilmany  came  to 
the  house  between  ten  and  eleven ;  the  policeman  was 
then  walking  up  and  down  the  street ;  the  plaintiff  was 
still  on  the  premises,  and  other  persons  going  in  and  out. 
No  mischief  was  being  done  at  that  time.  The  defend- 
ant asked  the  policeman  why  he  did  not  take  the  plaintiff 
into  custody,  and  directed  him  to  do  so.  The  police- 
man apprehended  the  plaintiff,  and  the  parties  went  to 
the  Mansion  House,  where  a  charge  was  preferred 
against  the  plaintiff  under  stat  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  SO.,  "  for 
consolidating  and  amending  the  Laws  in  England  re- 
lative to  malicious  Injuries  to  Property.'*  The  charge 
was  dismissed.  On  proof  of  these  facts,  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  urged  that  the  plaintiff  must  be  nonsuited ; 
that  the  defendant  had  clearly  proceeded  on  sUt.  7  & 

SG.4t. 
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1B99.  6  G.  4.  c.  SO.  s.  28.,  which  enacts,  '*  that  anj  peraoii 
found  committing  any  offence  against  this  act,  whether 
the  same  be  punishable  upon  indictment  or  upon  sum-* 
mary  conviction,  may  be  immediately  iq>prehended, 
without  a  warrant,  by  any  peace  officer,  or  the  owner  of 
the  property  injured,  or  his  servant,  or  any  person 
authorised  by  him,  and  forthwith  taken  before  some 
neighbouring  justice  of  the  peace,  to  be  dealt  with  ac-- 
cording  to  law : "  and  that  no  notice  of  action  had  been 
given  in  this  case,  whereas  sect.  41  of  the  same  act  pro*- 
vides,  ^<  for  the  protection  of  persons  acting  in  the 
execution  of  this  act,"  that  in  <*  all  actions  and  pro- 
secutions to  be  commenced  against  any  person  for  any 
thing  done  in  pursuance  of  this  act,"  *<  notice  in  writing 
of  such  action,  and  of  the  cause  thereof,  shall  be  given 
to  the  defendant  one  calendar  month  at  least  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action."  The  Lord  Chief  Justice 
refused  to  nonsuit,  but  reserved  leave  to  move  that  a 
nonsuit  might  be  entered :  and  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to 
say  whether  the  defendant  had  acted  bona  fide,  and 
under  a  belief  that  his  proceeding  was  warranted  by  the 
statute ;  whether  he,  at  the  time  of  giving  the  plaintiff 
into  custody,  acted  as  WHman^s  servant;  and  whether, 
at  that  time,  the  plaintiff  was  **  found  committing"  an 
ofience  against  the  statute.  The  jury  found  that  the 
defendant  acted  bonft  fide,  and  as  servant  to  Wilman  ; 
but  that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  at  the  time  in  question, 
found  committing  an  offence  against  the  statute.  Verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  with  one  shilling  damages.  Kelfy^  in 
Easier  term,  1838,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  entering  a 
nonsuit,  or  verdict  for  the  defendant  Hfi  cited  Beecheg 
v.  Sides  {a)  and  Ballinger  v.  Ferris  {b)» 

(a)  9  P.  f  C.  806.         (6)   I  M.  i  W.  628.     S.  C.  Tyr.  f  G.  980. 

PlaH 
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I^att  and  Fish  now  shewed  cause.     It  was  decided  by        1889. 

the  jury>  and  is  clear  fix>in  the  evidence,  that  the  plain<^ 

tiff,  when  taken  into  custody,  was  not  found  committing 

any  offence  against  the  act.     The  being  so  found  is 

essential  to  the  right  of  apprehending  summarily  under 

Stat  7  &  8  6. 4.  c.  SO.  s.  28.,  which  differs  in  this  respect 

from  the  statute  1 6. 4.  c.  66. 5. 3.  against  wilful  trespassers, 

where  such  right  was  given  in  the  case  of  any  person 

who  should   **  have  actually  committed,  or  be  in  the 

act  of  committbg,  any  offence"  there  specified.     It  is 

said  that  the  defendant  is  nevertheless  protected,  because 

he  thought  he  was  acting  under  the  statute  in  causing 

the  plaintiff  to  be  arrested.     But  the  belief,  to  furnish 

such  a  defence,  must  be  a  reasonable  belief;  here  it 

was  quite  unfounded.     The  defendant  was  an  attorney, 

and  might  be  expected  to  know  the  law.     In  Beechey  v« 

Sides  (a)  there  was  a  clear  case  of  trespass  by  the  party 

arrested ;  the  circumstances  were  such  as  might  lead  a 

man  of  ordinary  discretion  to  think  that  he  was  acting 

under  the  statute;  bona  fides  was  the  only  question. 

Bayley  J.  said,  '*  Where  the  facts  are  such  that  a  party 

may  be  considered  as  having  any  fair  colour  for  sup«- 

posing  that  he  is  warranted  by  the  act  of  parliament  in 

doing  that  which  is  made  the  subject  of  an  action,  he  is 

entitled  to  notice."     Here  no  such  colour  appeared.    In 

Bollinger  v.  Ferris  {b)   the  defendant's   character  of  a 

public  ofiicer  was  taken  into  consideration;  the  party 

apprehended  had,  in  fact,  committed  a  forcible  injury 

just  before  the  arrest ;  and  it  was  made  for  that    Lord 

Abinger  C.  B.  there  observed  that  the  provisions  of  stat 

7&  8  6. '4.  C.80.  5.41.,  as  to  notice,  would  be  useless 

(•)  »A  4-  a  806.  (6)  1  If.  4-  »".  69B.     S.  C  !l>r.  f  G.  92a 

if 
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18S9.        if  they  did  not  extend  to  cases  where  the  party  daiming 

notice  might  be  unable  to  justify  the  conduct  complained 

agamtt  of;  that  remark  applies  where  the  proceeding  has  been  a 
mere  slip,  but  not  where  it  is  so  manifestly  without 
reason  as  in  this  case.  Bayley  J.,  in  Qxdc  v.  Leonard  {a)^ 
states  the  general  rule  thus.  ^  Where  an  act  of  par- 
liament requires  notice  before  action  brought  in  respect 
of  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  or  in  execution  of  its 
provisions,  those  latter  words  are  not  confined  to  acts 
done  strictly  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  parliament,  but 
extend  to  all  acts  done  bona  fide  which  may  reasonably 
be  supposed  to  be  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act.  But 
where  there  is  no  colour  for  supposing  that  the  act  done 
is  authorised,  then  notice  of  action  is  not  necessary." 
This  case  falls  within  the  latter  part  of  the  rule.  It  is, 
indeed,  found  that  the  defendant  acted  bona  fide ;  but, 
as  was  pointed  out  by  PcUteson  and  Coleridge  Js.  in 
Wedge  V.  Berkeley  (ft),  bona  fides  and  reasonable  cause 
are  two  distinct  questions  in  such  a  case:  the  finding  of 
bona  fides  negatLves  any  imputation  of  malice;  but  the 
party  is  not  protected  if  he  acted  without  reasonable 
cause. 

KeUjfi  contra.  The  defendant's  mistake  has  consisted 
in  overlooking  the  distinction,  noticed  on  the  other 
aide,  between  stat.  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  SO.  5.  28.  and  stat 
1  6.4.  c.SS.  5.3.  On  the  21st  November  it  would 
clearly  have  been  lawful  for  him»  as  WilmatCs  servant,  to 
apprehend  the  plaintiff  while  the  windows  were  being 
pulled  out  and  destroyed  under  his  direction.  On  the 
following  day,  when  the  defendant  arrived,  no  damage 

(a)  6B.^C.  351.     See  p.  354.  {b)  6A.^  B.  663. 

was 
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was  actually  being  committed;   but  there  was  recent        1889. 


Cakk 


mischief,  and  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  premises.  Then 
the  defendant,  as  servant  to  fVilman,  and  acting  honk  fide  agmmt 
(both  which  facts  are  found  by  the  jury),  gave  the 
plaintiff  into  custody.  Such  a  case  is  within  the  protection 
of  Stat.  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  SO.  5. 41.  It  is  laid  down  as  the 
law,  in  Beechey  v.  Sides  (a),  that,  where  a  defendant  has 
really  believed  himself  justified  by  statute  in  doing  the 
act  complained  of,  this  section  applies.  In  Cook  v. 
Leonard  {b)  it  was  evidently  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
and  of  Batfky  J.  in  particular,  that  the  defendant  could 
not  bona  fide  have  believed  himself  acting  under  legal 
authority.  That  case  was  relied  upon  in  Wright  v.  . 
Wales  (c) ;  and  there  the  question  considered  by  all  the 
Judges  was,  in  effect,  whether  it  fairly  resulted  from 
the  facts  that  the  defendant  considered  himself  jus- 
tified.  In  Cook  v.  Leonard  (ft)  BayUy  J.  held  (p.  355, 6.) 
that  noti(^  is  unnecessary  only  <*  where  there  was  no 
colour  for  supposing  the  act  to  be  authorised,  and 
that  a  party  is  protected  if  he  had  reasonable  grounds 
for  thinking  that  a  statute  gave  him  the  authority 
which  he  has  used."  That  the  belief  was  simply 
erroneous  is  no  ground  for  denying  the  protection; 
if  it  were,  sect.  41  would  be  useless.  It  was  said  by 
Lord  Ahinger  C.  B.  in  Ballinger  v.  Ferris  (d),  "  We 
should  take  away  the  protection  given  by  the  sta- 
tute, if  we  were  to  say  that  where  there  is  a  doubt  as 
to  the  authority  of  the  party,  but  none  as  to  his  mo- 
tives, he  should  not  have  the  opportunity  which  the 
legislature  designed  to  give  him,  of  tendering  amends. 
The  very  purpose  for  which  the  act  gives  him  that 

(a)  9  i?.  t*  C  806.         (6)  6  S.  4[  C  351 

(c)  5  Siiv.  SS6.  id)  l3i.fW.  6S8.     S.  C  jy.  j;  G.  920. 

Vol*  X.  R  r  opportunity 
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1889.       opportunitj  supposes  higi  unable  to  justify  the  facts ; 
^  he  requires  notice  that  he  may  tender  amends."     So 

^aimt       Park  J.  said,  in   JVrighi  v.  Wales  la)^   "If  he"    (the 

CurpKaTOir. 

defendant)  <<  had  been  acting  legally,  he  would  not 
have  wanted  the  protection  afforded  by  the  notice." 
{CrawdeTf  on  the  same  side,  was  stopped  by  the  Court) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  case  of  justification  was  a 
little  short  on  the  facts.  Wilman  had  been  at  the  house 
on  the  21st  of  Naoember^  and  seen  the  plaintiff  there, 
under  circumstances  which  seemed  to  shew  that  he 
was  encouragmg  the  mischief  then  proceeding.  A 
fire  takes  place  during  the  night :  on  the  following 
morning  the  defendant  comes  to  the  premises  :  he  sees 
the  same  course  of  mischief  apparently  going  on,  a 
recent  conflagration,  and  the  plaintiff  on  the  pre- 
mises. Then  he  says  to  the  police  officer,  "  Why  do 
not  you  take  him  into  custody  ?  "  The  defendant  seems 
not  merely  to  have  had  that  impression  which  was 
suggested,  as  to  the  law,  but  to  have  thought  that  the 
mischief  was  actually  going  on  at  the  time.  Else  I  am 
unwilling  to  say  that,  if  a  party  acts  bonfi  fide  as  in 
execution  of  a  statute,  he  is  justified  at  all  events, 
merely  because  he  thinks  he  is  doing  what  the  statute 
authorises,  if  he  has  not  some  ground  in  reason  to 
connect  his  own  act  with  the  statutory  provision.  The 
doctrine  attributed  to  Bayley  J.  goes  too  far.  But  here 
the  defendant  might  reasonably  think  that,  in  point  of 
fact,  the  circumstances  were  those  to  which  the  pro- 
tection of  Stat.  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.SO.  5.41.  attaches.  The 
rule  for  a  nonsuit  must  therefore  be  absolute. 

ik(a)  5 .6^.336. 

LlITXSnALE 
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LiTTLEDALE  J.     I  am  of  Hie  same  opinion.     Mere        18S9. 
bona  fides  is  not  su£Scient ;   for  a  man  may  be  very 
foolish  in  believing  himself  justified.     But  here  the  de»        a^aintt 

Clxpfiston. 

fendant  had  reason  to  think  that  the  mischief  was  going 
on  when  he  ordered  the  plaintiff  to  be  apprehended ; 
therefore  notice  ought  to  have  been  given. 

Patteson  J.  Perhaps  none  of  the  cases  differ  in 
principle  from  the  decision  we  are  now  coming  to :  but 
single  expressions  are  sometimes  laid  hold  of,  and  too 
much  insisted  upon.  It  is  not  because  a  man  chooses  to 
think  himself  acting  under  a  statute,  that  he  can,  by 
such  mere  fancy  of  his  own,  protect  himself  in  an 
action.  But  here  the  defendant  had  some  ground  for 
thinking  that  he  was  really  in  the  situation  which  justi- 
fied his  proceeding. 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  would 
be  wild  work  if  a  party  might  give  himself  protection 
by  merely  saying  that  he  believed  himself  acting  in 
pursuance  of  a  statute;  for  no  one  can  say  what  may 
possibly  come  into  an  individual's  mind  on  such  a  sub- 
ject. Still,  protecting  clauses,  like  that  before  us,  would 
be  useless  if  it  were  necessary  that  the  person  claiming 
their  benefit  should  have  acted  quite  rightly.  The  case 
to  which  they  refer  must  lie  between  a  mere  foolish 
imagination  and  a  perfect  observance  of  the  statute. 
Here  the  defendant  might  with  some  reason  believe  that 
the  facts  were  such  as  would  entitle  him  to  protection. 
Rule  absolute  for  entering  a  nonsuit  (a). 

(a)  See  fTeOt  v.  Ody,  St  C.  M.  i  JR.  128.  ;IS,  C.  5  Tyr.  725. ;  ffop^ 
Hhm  t.  Crowe,  4  J,  i  S.  774. ;  Beed  t.  Cowmeadow^  6  J.  ^  E*  661.; 
liditer  t.  Borrow,  9  jL  fp  E.  654. 

Rr  2 
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j!^Mih.  Flight  and  Another  against  Thomas. 

Case  forannoy.  |^  ASE.     The  declaration  stated  that  plaintiffs,  before 

ing  plaintiff  in     V^  ,!.«  tru  jj 

tiie  enjoyment  and  at  the  time  &c.,  were  Jawfully  possessed,  and 

causing^or*  ^  in  the  actual  occupation  of,  a  certain  dwelling  house 

towhe  n^l^ai^,  &c.,  and  that  defendant  was  possessed  and  in  the  occu- 

iL  "He*^n*  pation  of  a  Certain  other  dwelling  house  and  premises, 

joymentasof  and  of  a  piece  of  ground,  with  the  appurtenances, 

years  of  a  situate  near  to,  and  adjoining,  the  premises  of  the  plain- 

fendauts*  land  tiffs,   yet  defendant,   well  knowing  the   premises,   but 


nea/to  plaint  intending  to  injure  plaintiffs   and  to  incommode  and 

whereby"*^'  auuoy  them  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  dwelling  house, 

fhl t*  time^^of.  ^"  ^^'»  ^"^  ^"  divers  other  days  and  times  &c.,  "  wrong- 

fensive  smells  fuUy  and  injuriously  caused  divers  offensive  and  pesti- 

necessarily  and  <f  *f  ^ 

unavoidably       leutial  stcuches  and  smells  to  arise,  come,  and  be  near 

arose  from  the 

said  mizen.  to,  in  and  about  the  said  messuage  or  dwelling  house  of 

of  the  right,  the  plaintiffs,  and  thereby,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid, 

had  a*^vJrdtct.  ^'^®  ^^^d  premises  of  the  plaintiffs  wete  rendered  and 

pfel^iw^bJd*  became  uncomfortable,   unhealthy,  unwholesome,  and 

and  pUinuff'  ^nfit  for  habitation/'     Pleas.     1.  Not  guilty.     2.  That 

entitled  to  o        ^z 

judgment  non    before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  said 

obstante,  for  ^  ° 

that  it  did  not    grievances,  defendant  was  possessed  and  in  the  occupa- 

shew  a  right  *<>.«.  .  .  •  r 

cause  offensive    tion  of  said  dwelling  house  and  premises  and  piece  of 

smells  in  the  i         •  i        i  •  i  i      i  • 

plaintiff *s  pre-    ground    With   the    appurtcnanccs    m    the    declaration 
any^smeHs  had,  mentioned,  situatc  near  to  and  adjoining  the  said  pre- 
used*top^       mises   of  plaintiffs;   and  that    defendant  and  his  pre- 
i^r^^^fd*         decessors,    occupiers  Tor  the  time   being  of  the  said 
fendant's  own     house  and  premises  and  piece  of  ground,  for  the  full 
period  of  twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  had  enjoyed,  as  of  right  and  without  inter- 
ruption, the  benefit  and  advantage  of  having  and  using 

a  certain 
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a  certain  mixen  in  and  upon  the  said  premises^  con«        1839. 


FUOHT 


tiguous  and  near  to  the  said  premises  of  plaintiffs,  for 
the  more  convenient  occupation  and  enjoyment  of  said  agahut 
premises  of  defendant ;  and  thereby  during  all  that  time 
divers  stenches  and  smells  necessarily  and  unavoidably 
arose  from  the  said  mixen ;  and.  that  defendant,  being 
so  possessed  &c.  and  having  occasion  to  use  the  said 
mixen  at  the  said  several  times  when  &c.,  did  use  the  said 
mixen  for  the  more  convenient  occupation  and  enjoy* 
ment  of  his  said  premises,  as  he  lawfully  might  &c.,  and 
by  reason  of  such  user  the  said  stenches  and  smells 
necessarily  and  unavoidably  arose  from  the  said  mixen : 
which  are  the  same  grievances  &c.     Verification. 

Replication,  traversing  the  enjoyment  of  the  mixen 
as  of  right  for  the  period  in  the  second  plea  mentioned, 
in  manner  and  form  &c. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Dorsetshire  Spring  as- 
sizes, 1838,  when  the  jury  found  that  the  mixen  was  a 
nuisance,  but  that  the  plaintiff  had  come  to  it:  they  also 
found  the  second  plea  for  the  defendant,  whereupon  a 
verdict  was  entered  for  him  on  the  second  issue. 

Mannings  in  the  following  term,  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  judgment  should  not  be  entered  for  the 
plaintifis  rum  obstante  veredicto  on  the  ground  that  this 
was  not  an  easement  properly  so  called,  not  being  a 
right  in  alieno  solo;  and  he  cited  Herdins  v,  Shijh' 
pam  (a),  and  Popham  v.  JVoolcott  {b) :  he  also  contended 
that  it  was,  at  all  events,  not  an  easement  within  2  &  S 
.JV.^.  c.  71. 

Barstam  now  shewed  cause.  It  is  objected  than  an 
easement  must  be  on  the  land  of  another.     Easements 

(a)  SB.iC  221.  (6)  1  Sid,  291. 

R  r  S  are 


Thomai. 
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1889.  are  defined  to  be  '*  rights  of  accommodation  on  an- 
^       other's  land,  as  distininiished  from  those  which  are 

againti  dtrectly  profitable;''  Burton  on  Real  Property,  ch. yi. 
sect.  S.  art*  1 165.  Here  the  easement  is  the  right  to  do 
that  which  occasions  inconvenience  to  another.  The 
smell  is  in  alieno  solo»  and  the  definition  of  an  ease- 
ment does  not  require  that  the  right  exercised  over  the 
neighbour's  land  should  be  of  a  corporeal  or  substantial 
nature.  The  statute  of  2  &  8  J9C4.  c.?!.  applies  to 
those  cases  in  which  a  grant  might  have  been  pleaded 
at  common  law ;  now  there  is  no  reason  why  the  plain- 
tiffi  might  not  have  granted  to  the  defendant  a  right  to 
corrupt  the  air  over  their  premises,  just  as  they  might 
authorise  the  establishing  of  any  other  nuisance. 
[Coleridge  J.  You  do  not  allege  a  right  to  make  the 
smell  on  the  plaintiffs'  premises,  but  only  to  keep  a 
mixen,  whereby  smells  arose.]  One  right  is  a  neces- 
sary consequence  of  the  other,  and  results  from  it  as  of 
course.  Perhaps  it  might  have  been  stated  more  dis- 
tinctly, but  the  statement  is  good  on  general  demurrer, 
and,  a  fortiori,  after  verdict,  when  every  reasonable  in- 
tendment will  be  made  in  favour'  of  the  plea. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  is  no  claim  of  an  ease- 
ment, unless  you  make  it  appear  that  the  offensive 
smells  had  been  used  for  twenty  years  to  go  over  to  the 
plainti&'  land.  The  plea  may  be  completely  proved 
without  establishing  that  right.  The  nuisance  may 
never  have  passed  beyond  the  limits  of  the  defendant's  • 
own  land. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.     The  plea  only  shews  that  the  de- 
fendant has  enjoyed  as  of  right,  and  without  interruption 

for 


IK  THE  Second  and  Thibd  Yeabs  of  VICTORIA. 

for  twenty  years,  the  benefit  of  something  that  occa- 
siohed  a  smell  m  his  own  land. 

Paiteson  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred* 
•S.  Rule  absolute  for  judgment  non  obstante 

veredicto. 


Shearm  against  Burnard.  iS^iith. 

ASSUMPSIT  by  indorse^  against  maker  of  a  pro-  Assumpsit  on  a 
promissory  note 

hiissory  note  for  payment  of  lOOU  payable  to  one  by  indorsee 

Josej  who  indorsed  to  plaintiff.  n^'that  it  ^ 

Plea,  that,  before  the  making  of  the  note,  defend-  by'defenY^^ 

ant,  at  the  request  and  for  the  accommodation  of  Jose,  j  ^****1^"*'' 

made  another  promissory  note  for  100/..  payable  to  the  Wm  to  take  up 

^        ^  "^  ^  tr  J  a  former  note, 

order  of  Jose^  who  indorsed  it  to  plaintiff;  and  that  there  al«>  made  pay- 

.  ,         .  -  ,  .  ,       ,  .,    able  by  defend- 

was   no   consideration   for   making  the  last-mentioned  ant  to  j:,  for 
note.     That  the  last-mentioned  note  afterwards,  and  dauonofj.,  « 
before  the  making  of  the  note  mentioned  in  the  declar-  dorsed  to™JnI 
ation,  became  due;  whereupon  defendant  made  the  said  ^J, "he note* 

second  note,  and  delivered  it  to  Jose*  in  order  to  enable  <Jecl"«d  on  be- 
came due,  the 

him  to  take  up  the  first  note ;  and  that  there  never  was  amount  was 

paid  to  plaintiff 

any  other  consideration    for  making  the  second  note,  by  defendant 
That  defendant,  after  the  second  note  (namely,  the  note  injuria  gene- 
mentioned  in  the  declaration)  became  due,  tow^it  on  &c..      Held,  that 
and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  &c.  before  the  com-  ^^uctoryto 
mencement  of  the  action,  paid  to  plaintiff  divers  monies,  tjje  payment  of 
towit,  llOLf  in  satisfaction  thereof,  and  of  all  damages  tionednote, 

might  be  re- 
jected as  sur- 
plusage ;  that  the  payment  only  need  be  proved ;   and  that  such  payment  might  be  shewn 
without  producing  the  note  itself. 

Held  also,  that,  in  an  action  by  plaintiff  on  the  first  note,  a  TerdSct  and  judgment  for 
defendant  on  the  above  issue  would  not  be  pleadable  in  bar,  nor  evidence  of  any  immaterial 
statements  in  the  plea ;  for  that  the  replication  only  put  in  issue  material  allegations, 

R  r  4  &c. 
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18d9.       &c.    Acceptance  of  such  payment  by  plaindff  in  satb- 
Z       '       faction.     Verification.    Replication,  de  injuria. 

Shxakx  * 

^gidntt  At  the  trial  at  the  Spring  assizes  at  Launcestorif  1838, 

the  defendant  proved  pajrment  hjJose  of  the  sum  men- 
tioned in  the  plea  in  satisfaction  of  a  note,  which  was 
stated  by  the  witness  to  be  the  note  mentioned  in  the 
declaration ;  but  neither  that,  nor  the  former  note^  was 
produced  by  the  defendant';  nor  was  it  proved  that  the 
second  was  given  in  lieu  of  the  first.  The  note  was  not 
given  up  on  payment;  and  no  notice  had  been  given  by 
defendant  to  produce  it  It  was  contended  for  the 
plaintiff*  that  the  introductory  part  of  the  plea  ought  to 
have  been  proved  and  the  notes  produced.  JBrfe,  for 
the  defendant,  applied  for  an  amendment  by  striking  out 
the  first  part  of  the  plea ;  which  the  judge  refused.  The 
jury,  by  the  direction  of  the  judge,  found  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  ground  that  the  plea  had  not  been  proved.  In 
the  following  term  Erie  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial. 

Bompas  Seijt  and  Bidt  now  shewed  cause.  The  de- 
.  fendant  ought  either  to  have  produced  the  note,  which 
he  is  alleged^to  have  paid,  or  have  given  notice  to  the 
plaintiff  to  produce  it.  He  cannot  identify  the  note 
paid  without  describing  its  contents ;  nor  be  permitted 
to  describe  its  contents  without  producing  it  He 
proved  only  payment  of  a  note,  not  of  the  note.  If 
*  it  be  said  that  the  issue  admits  the   note    declared 

upon,  the  first  note,  at  all  events,  is  not  admitted ;  for  it 
is  mentioned  for  the  first  time  in  the  plea^  «id  denied 
by  the  replication.  The  defendant  is  bound  to  prove 
the  whole  plea,  though  the  statement,  introductory  to 
the  payment  of  it,  might  have  been  omitted.  If  it  is 
found  for  the  defendant,  the  judgment  will  be  conclusive 
against  the  plaintiff  upon  an  action  on  the  first  note, 

either 
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either  as  a  plea  or  as  evidence,  because  it  will  establish        1839. 
satisfaction,  not  only  of  the  second,  but  also  of  the  first       """"* 

Shkark 

note.  The  defendant  ought,  therefore,  to  produce  the  agmntt 
first  note,  and  shew  the  second  given  in  lieu  of  it. 
That  the  plea  would  have  been  good  without  some  of  its 
averments,  is  no  ground  for  relieving  him  from  proof  of 
them;  for  there  are  many  cases  in  which  parties  are 
bound  by  needless  statements  in  the  pleadings ;  as  where 
a  seisin  in  fee  is  alleged,  when  possession  alone  would ' 
have  been  enough. 

Erie  contrl.  The  test  of  the  necessity  of  proof  is 
the  materiality  of  the  averment.  Here  all  the  allega- 
tions might  be  struck  out,  except  that  of  payment  of  the 
note  declared  upon.  They  are  mere  surplusage.  The 
substance  is  payment ;  the  rest  is  a  preliminary  state- 
ment of  the  motive  which  induced  the  defendant  to  give 
the  note.  If  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  defendant  in 
this  action  were  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  action  on  the  first 
note,  the  plea  would  be  demurrable ;  if  given  in  evidence 
under  some  other  plea,  the  Court  would  take  notice  that 
the  introductory  matter  Is  not,  in  efiect,  traversed  by  the 
replication,  and  therefore  need  not  have  been  proved. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  If  we  see  enough  in  the  plea 
to  constitute  a  defence  independently  of  superfluous 
allegations,  we  may  reject  them  and  treat  them  as  if 
they  had  not  been  there.  Where  material  facts  are 
stated  to  have  happened  in  a  particular  way,  there  the 
whole  must  be  proved  as  laid ;  but  here  the  plea  pro- 
fesses to  state  motives  by  way  of  introduction  to  the 
fact  of  payment.  Such  statements  need  not  be  proved. 
The  plea  is  satisfied  by  proof  of  payment  and  acceptance 
in  discharge  of  the  note  mentioned  in  the  declaration. 

Littledale 
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1839.  LiTTLEDALE  J.     As  to  the  effect  of  a  veidict  in  bar- 

""""^  riniF  an  action  on  the  first  note,  the  plea,  even  if  the 
againtt  .;  whole  be  taken  as  proved,  does  not  distinctly  shew  any 
satis&ction  of  it  If  it  had  appeared  that  Jose  had  paid  or 
discharged  it,  then  such  payment,  being  by  one  in  privi^ 
with  the  defendant  and  not  a  mere  stranger,  woidd 
have  been  a  bar.  But  here  the  whole  statement  with 
regard  to  the  first  note  must  be  rejected  from  the  plea. 

Patteson  J.  It  is  clear  that  the  first  part  of  the 
plea  was  not  proved ;  for  it  was  necessary  to  produce 
the  note  mentioned  in  that  part,  in  order  to  prove  its 
existence.  But  it  is  otherwise  of  the  second  note,  which 
is  admitted  on  the  pleadings,  and  therefore  need  not  be 
produced.  I  agree  with  Mr.  ErUj  that,  if  the  judgment 
for  the  defendant  in  this  action  should  be  pleaded  in 
bar  of  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  note,  it 
would  be  demurrable;  for  the  replication  de  injuria 
only  puts  in  issue  material  statements.  Needless  alle^ 
gations  may  be  rejected,  as  in  Tanner  v.  Bean  (a),  where, 
in  an  action  by  indorsee  against  indorser,  it  was  held  that 
a  needless  averment  of  acceptance  required  no  proof. 

Coleridge  J.  The  distinction  is  between  an  aver- 
ment, the  whole  of  which  can  be  got  rid  of  without  in- 
jury to  the  plea,  and  an  averment  of  circumstances 
essential  to  the  defence,  which  are  stated  with  needless 
particularity.  In  the  latter  case  the  whole  averment 
must  be  proved  as  pleaded.  In  the  former  case,  in 
civil  or  criminal  pleadings,  the  whole  may  be  considered 
as  struck  out,  and  therefore  need  not  be  proved.  It  is 
as  if  the  plaintiff,  declaring  on  a  warranty,  had  also 
alleged  a  scienter;    WilUamson  v.   Allison {b).     The 

(a)  AB.^C.  312.  (6)  2  East,  446. 

plea, 
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plea,  if  found  for  the  defendant,  will  not,  in  a  future 
action,  be  evidence  of  any  thing  which  it  was  unne- 
cessary for  the  defendant  to  prove  in  this  action.  agahui 
S.                              Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial  (a). 

(a)  The  following  case  (tee  5  M  ^  JIf.  439:)  was  referred  to  in  the  • 
fligument. 

Read  against  Gamble.  Tuesday^ 

Atunaut  on  a  cheque  fbr  21L  made  by  defendant,  payable  to  plaintiff  XS35,  ' 

or  bearer,  on  money  lent,  and  on  an  account  stated.      Flea,  that  the  Xoadeclamtion 

cheque  was  made  and  dellTered  for  SI  2.  lost  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  and  in  assumpsit  on 

won  by  plaintiff  of  defendant  by  playing  with  dice  at  an  unlawful  game  •  ^^"*'if^^ 

called  hasard,  at  one  sitting,  contrary  to  the  statute  &c.,  and  not  for  other  ^j^^  |^  ^, 

consideration.     Verification.      The  aame  plea  as  to  the  account  stated;  given  for  money 

and  Non  assumpsit  as  to  the  money  lent.      The  replication  joined  inue  7^^}  *"  "°" 

as  to  the  money  lent,  and  took  issue  as  to  the  cheque  being  given,  and  ^|  ^{^e.     Issue 

the  account  sUted,  for  the  money  lost,  &c.  On  the  trial  before  WUUanu  J.,  thereon.     The 

at  the  sittings  at  WeUminater,  after  Trinitu  term,  1835,  the  plaintiff's   ^fenj**"'  ^^ 
*  ir  »  »  r  jj^i     ^  nouce 

counsel  did  not  produce  the  cheque.    The  defendant  s  counsel  contended  xo  produce  the 
that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  do  ao  as  part  of  his  case ;  but  the  learned  cheque.    Held, 
Judge  was  of  a  contrary  opinion.     The  defendant's  counsel  then  called   .^  ^     f  . 
for  the  cheque  as  part  of  his  own  case ;  but  the  plaintiff's  counsel  refused   tiff  was  not 
to  produce  it.     No  noUce  to  produce  had  been  given.     Hie  learned  bound  to  pro- 
Judge  ruled  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  produce  it.      Verdict  ^)J^^ as^pStof 
for  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  move  for  a  nonsuit.  his  own  case, 

Butt  now  moved  for  a  nonsuit^  or  for  a  new  trial ;  and  contended,  first,   o^  when  called 
that  the  production  of  the  cheque  was  a  necessary  part  of  the  plaintifiTs  ^?^^^  ^^  ^ 
case ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  defendant  was  at  all  events  entitled  to  call  put  of  the  de- 
for  it,  though  he  bad  given  no  notice.     [Lord  Denman  C.  J.    You  were  fendant's  evi- 
not  prevented  from  proving  it  on  your  part«]   The  defendant  was  entitled 
to  have  it  produced  by  the  other  party.     In  trover  for  a  written  instru- 
ment, the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  give  notice  to  the  defendant  to  produce 
the  instrument,  because  the  declaration  is  sufficient  notice.     So,  here,  the 
action  being  expressly  upon  the  cheque,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  consi- 
der that  the  plaintiff  undertakes  to  produce  it 

Lord  DavMAN  C.  J.     In  trover  notice  is  not  necessary  to  entitle  the 

party  to  produce  secondary  eridence.     Here  the  defendant  ^admi^ted  by 

his  plea  that  he  gave  the  cheque ;    and  therefore  the  plaintiff  was  not 

bound  to  produce  it  as  part  of  his  own  case.     Neither  was  he  bound  to 

produce  it  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the  case  of  the  defendant. 

Pattksok,  Williams,  and  Cotxainai  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

See  Seott  v.  Jones,  4  Taunt.  S€$.;  ffov>yf.  ffuU,  14  ^a#,  974. ;  Sucker 
V.  Jarratt,  3  J9.  4-  P.  143, 
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1839. 


Saturday, 
June  i5tb. 


Sturge  against  Buchanan. 


Plaintiff  gare 
defendant  no* 
ticc  to  produce 
certain  specified 
letters  written 
by  defendant  to 
his  partner, 
and  a  letter- 
book  kept  by 


A  SSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold,  and  on  money  counts. 
Pleas,  Non  assumpsit,  and  a  SetF-off.   Upon  the  trial 
of  the  cause  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  at  the  sittings 
in  Londofi  afler  Hilary  term  18S8,  if  appeared  that  the 
action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  a  cargo  of 
J^"l'J^^^^"j°«  oil  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  and  sold  by  the  defendant 
above  letters;     ^q  satisfy  Certain  advances  made  by  defendant's  partner, 
Lambi  residing  in  New  South  Wales^  to  the  captain  of 
the  vessel,  for  the  alleged  purpose  of  repairing  and  re- 
fitting it  on  its  homeward  voyage.     Some  of  the  dis- 
bursements, which  the  advances  were  intended  to  meet, 
did  not  come  within  the  description  of  necessary  re- 
pairs or  expenses;    but  it  was  contended  by  the  de- 
vrhen  produced  fendant  that  the  plaintiff  had  ratified  and  adopted  them 

by  defendant,  ^  '  ^ 

was  good  se-      by  his  Subsequent  conduct  and  dealings  with  the  de- 

condary  evi- 
dence against     fendant.     For  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  defendant's 

ters  specified  in  partner  had  made  the  advances  improperly,  and  that  his 
condiy^^t^at,**"  ^^^  ''^^  "^^  '^^  ^^^^  been  recognised  by  the  plaintiff^ 
©nhrsend^H!^^  ^^  plaintiff  offered  evidence  of  admissions  contained  in 
of  the  letters  to  certain  letters  written  by  defendant  to  his  partner  in 

be  material,  the  •'  '^ 


and  defendant 
consented  to 
admit  copies  of 
the  letters, 
saving  just  ex- 
ceptions, &c., 
and  undertook 
to  produce  the 
letter-book  in 
proof  of  them. 
Held,  first, 
that  the  book. 


New  Souih  Wales,  in  1831,  of  which  plaintiff  had  ob- 
tained a  knowledge  by  means  of  a  bill  in  equity  filed 


fact  of  their 
being  tran- 
scribed in  such 
a  book  was 
evidence  of  it 

as  against  defendant ;  thirdly,  that  defendant  had  no  right  to  read,'  in  his  own  behalf, 
other  letters  upon  the  same  subject,  copied  in  the  same  book,  but  not  referred  to  in  tbots 
read  by  the  plaintiff. 

Held  also,  that,  although  the  above  letters  were  written  to  a  partner  resident  in  New 
South  IFalos,  yet,  as  there  had  been  proceedings  in  Chancery  between  the  same  parties  on 
the  subject  of  the  action  six  years  before  the  trial,  in  the  course  of  which  the  letters  bad 
been  referred  to,  the  Court  would  presume  that  they  had  been  remitted  to  England,  and 
that  three  days*  notice  to  produce  them  was  therefore  sufiicient. 

Held  also,  that,  the  object  of  the  evidence  being  to  prove  admissions  by  defendant,  tlie 
transcripts  in  the  book,  made  by  defendant  or  by  his  authority,  were  alone -sufficient  for 
that  purpose,  without  proving,  or  giving  notice  to  produce,  the  originals. 

by 
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by  him  against  defendant  and  his  partner,  in  December     .  I8S9. 
1831,  on  the  subject  of  this  suit.     The  present  action        

Stdrgx 

was  commenced  in  18S2.  Before  the  trial,  defendant  _  agaimt 
was  required,  in  the  usual  form,  to  admit,  among  other 
documents,  certain  '*  duplicates,  copies,  and  extracts '' 
described  in  the  schedule  of  the  notice  as  an  "  Extract 
from  a  Letter  book  kept  by  the  defendant.  No.  304, 
date  25th  July  1831 ;  Ditto,  No.  313,  date  1st  Septem- 
ber 1831 ;  Ditto,  No.  374,  date  lOth  December  1831," 
&c. ;  and  that  such  duplicates,  copies,  or  extracts,  were 
true  duplicates,  copies,  or  extracts,  and  that  the  originals 
were  respectively  written,  signed,  dated,  sent,  delivered, 
and  received  as  stated  in  the  schedule,  saving  all  just 
exceptions  to  the  admissibility  of  the  several  documents 
as  evidence,  &c. 

An  order  to  admit  was  thereupon  made  by  consent 
on  14th  February  1838 ;  and  the  documents  referred  to 
were  signed  by  the  judge  and  attorneys  for  the  purpose 
of  identifying  them.  The  defendant's  attorney  also 
undertook  to  produce  at  the  trial  the  *'  Letter  book '' 
referred  to  in  the  notice. 

On  the  16th  Febmaiyy  four  days  before  the  trial,  de- 
fendant was  duly  served  with  notice  to  produce  certain 
specified  letters  written  by  him  to  his  said  partner, 
numbered  and  dated  as  in  the  above  notice  to  admit; 
and  also  "  the  letter-book  kept  by  the  said  defendant, 
containing  the  drafts,  duplicates,  or  copies  of  the  several 
letters  above  specified,"  &c.,  *^  and  which  letter-book 
you,  the  said "  (defendant's  attorney),  **  have  given  an 
undertaking  in  this  cause  to  produce  on  the  trial 
hereof." 

At  the  trial»  the  notice  to  produce  the  letters  was 
objected  to  as  too  shorti  inasmuch  as  they  must  be  pre- 
sumed 
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1839.        sumed  to  be  in  New  South  Wales.     The  Lord  Chief 
„  Justice  over-ruled  the  objection,  and  admitted  the  letter 

Stdrob  *^ 

against  book  {from  which  the  extracts,  referred  to  in  the  notice 
to  admit,  had  been  copied),  as  secondary  evidence  of 
the  letters  them^lves.  The  book,  which  was  indorsed 
'*  Latnbi  Buchanan^  and  Co.,''  purported  to  be  copies  of, 
or  extracts  from,  the  correspondence  between  the  de- 
fendant and  his  partner  Ijomb.  Three  of  these  letters, 
purporting  to  be  copies  of  letters  written  by  the  defend- 
ant Lambj  were  read  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  then  claimed  a  right  to  read  to  the  jury 
several  others  contained  in  the  same  book;  but  his 
Lordship  refused  to  permit  any  to  be  read  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant,  except  two  which  were  expressly  referred 
to  in  the  letters  read  by  the  plaintiff.  The  jury  found 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

In  the  following  Easter  term.  Sir  W.  W.  FoUeU  ob- 
tained a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on  the  points  taken  at 
Nisi  Prius,  and  also  for  misdirection.  The  latter 
ground  of  motion  is  here  omitted. 

Sir  J.  Campbellj  Attorney  General,  Sir  F.  Pollock, 
JR.  V.  Richards^  and  Swann  now  shewed  cause  (a).  The 
notice  to  produce  was  suiBEicient  under  the  circumstances. 
But,  at  all  events,  the  entries  made  by  the  defendant's 
direction  in  a  book  kept  by  him  are  evidence  as  agamst 
him.  The  original  letters  might  have  been  produced 
■  by  the  defendant;  and,  in  their  absence,  the  copies  and 
extracts  in  the  book  are  admitted  to  be  true  copies  and 
extracts.    The  defendant  objected  to  the  admissibility 

(a)  Before  Lord  J}enman  C.  J.,  Uttkdak^  Palieton,  and  WUHamJu 

of 
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of  the  copies  signed  by  the  judge,  because  he  was  will-        1839* 
ing  to  produce  the  book  itself  from  which  they  were        ^""^ 
extracted ;  and,  when  produced,  he  insisted  on  reading        againsi 
the  copies  of  all  other  letters  transcribed  in  it     But  the 
reading  of  one  letter  in  it  does  not  make  another  un- 
connected one  evidence.    It  makes  no  difference  that 
the  letters  happen  to  be  bound  together  in  a  book. 
If  they  had  happened  to  be  upon  the  same  file,  it  could 
not  have  been  contended  that  all  were  made  evidence ; 
yet  the. case  is  not,  in  principle,  different     Similar  at- 
tempts have  been  made  to  put  in  evidence  bundles  of 
proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  or  all  the  entries  in  corpo- 
ration books,  merely  because  one  paper  or  entry  has 
been  read  by  the  opposite  party ;  but  they  have  always 
been  rejected  by  the  Court    Catt  v.  Hamard  {a)  is  ex- 
actly ill  point    There  the  defendant  was  not  allowed  to 
read  distinct  entries  in  his  own  day-book,  though  the 
plaintiff  had  read  one  of  them  against  him.    The  same 
point  has  been  ruled  in  the  case  of  parol  evidence  of 
assertions  made  in  the  course  of  the  same  conversation ; 
Prince  V.  Samo  ( J  j. 

Kelly  and  Wightman  contrk.  The  plaintiff  unfairly 
seeks  to  avail  himself  of  his  knowledge  of  letters,  ob- 
tained from  the  defendant's  answer  in  Chancery,  without 
reading  the  answer  itself,  the  originals  being  in  New 
South  Wales  in  the  possession  of  the  party  to  whom 
they  were  addressed.  There  was  nothing  from  which 
the  defendant  could  infer  that  the  production  would  be 
required  at  the  trial ;  and  the  notice  itself  allowed  no 
time  to  procure  them.     Secondary  evidence  was  there- 

(a)  SSSror.  N.  P.  C.  5.  (6)  1  A.  ^  E.  697. 

fore 
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1839.  foro  inadmissible.  But,  supposing  the  notice  to  be  suf- 
~^"'~*  ficient,  neither  the  admissions,  nor  the  book,  were  evi- 
againti  dence  that  any  such  letters  had  been  sent.  The  defendant 
is  only  ordered  to  admit  that  certain  extracts  are  true 
extracts  from  a  certain  book  called  a  <Metter-book," 
kept  by  the  defendant.  He  does  not  admit  that  the 
letter-book  contains  true  copies  of  the  original  letters, 
nor  that  such  letters  were  ever  sent,  or  even  written. 
An  just  exceptions  to  the  admissibility  of  the  book  itsdf, 
or  the  extracts  from  it,  are  saved.  If,  therefore,  the 
letters  were  relied  upon  as  such,  then  the  book  was  not 
.  evidence  of  them.  But,  if  the  book  was  put  in  evidence, 
not  as  containing  copies  of  letters,  but  as  a  document 
containing  a  statement  of  the  transactions  made  by  the  de- 
fendant himself,  or  his  clerks  with  his  privity,  then  every 
part  of  it  relating  to  that  transaction  ought  to  have  been 
read,  if  required.  If  the  book  had  been  headed,  ^^  De- 
tail of  circumstances  relating  to  transactions  between 
Sturge  and  Buchanan  and  Co^''  no  doubt  the  whole 
would  have  been  made  evidence,  if  the  plaintiff  chose  to 
read  a  part.  Yet  the  book  was,  in  fact,  only  a  narra- 
tive made  up  of  a  series  of  extracts  and  copies  of 
letters.  If  the  plaintiff  had  read  a  partial  extract  from 
one  letter,  the  whole  might  have  been  read  by  the  de- 
fendant So  where  he  reads  one  of  a  series  of  extracts 
from  correspondence,  the  whole  series  ought  to  be  laid 
vjefore  the  jury,  if  it  tends  to  explain,  qualifj%  or  illus- 
trate the  parts  selected  by  the  plaintiff.  The  fallacy 
lies  in  treating  the  document  as  separate  letters,  and 
not  as  one  entire  book.  CaU  v.  Howard  (a)  was  a  Nisi 
Prius  decbion  against  the  party  who  ultimately  suc- 

(«)  35laHfc.  iV.P.  C.5. 

ceeded, 
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ceeded,  and,  of  course,  was  veiy  little  discussed.     It  is        1889. 


SftVKOK 


not  clear,  too,  what  was  the  subject  of  the  entries  there 
referred  to,  or  the  degree  of  connexion  between  them.  agamtt 
The  term  "  unconnected  *'  used  in  the  report  is  very 
general.  As  to  Prince  v.  Samo  (a),  there  is  a  distinction 
between  evidence  of  a  conversation,  which  is  a  term  of 
vague  import  and  undefined  extent,  and  proof  of  a 
single  document.  Where  a  book  is  produced,  the  evi- 
dence is  confined  within  the  compass  of  it,  and  no 
question  can  arise  as  to  what  is,  or  is  not,  a  part  of  the 
same  document. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 


Lord  Demman  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  in  this 
vacation  (22nd  June)j  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court 

As  to  the  evidence,  the  plaintiff  had  had  the  advan- 
tage of  seeing  some  letters  written  and  sent  by  the  defend- 
ant to  his  partner,  exclusively,  I  presume,  by  means  of  a 
suit  in  Chancery.  He  gives  him  notice  to  produce  three 
of  them,  which  he  particularly  describes.  He  then 
summons  him  before  a  judge  to  admit  copies  of  those 
three  letters :  the  judge  orders  accordingly,  by  consent 
and  subject  to  all  just  exceptions;  and  the  copies  are 
signed  by  the  judge  and  the  attorneys ;  the  defendant  at 
the  same  time  agrees  to  produce  his  letter-book  at  the 
trial.  The  notice  is  proved ;  the  signed  copies  produced ; 
which  are  objected  to,  because  the  defendant  had  agreed 
to  produce  the  book ;  the  book  is  then  called  for  and 
produced :  plaintiff  proposes  to  read  the  three  letters. 

This  proceeding  gives  rise  to  several  objections. 

First,  that  the  notice  is  insufficient,  the  letters  having 

(o)  1  A.i  B.  687. 

Vol.  X.        *  S  s  been 
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1 889.       been  sent  to  the  partner  in  New  South  Wales  ;  and  there- 
fore no  secondary  evidence  receivable. 

The  sufficiency  of  the  notice  in  all  cases  depends  on 
circttmstanoes.  If  the  letters  are  in  New  South  Wales, 
this  notice  is  nothing.  But  there  is  no  proof  of  this, 
nor  any  presumption.  This  action  was  brought  in  1889 ; 
proceedings  had  since  been  commenced  in  Chancery  {a\ 
and  were  greatly  prolonged :  all  documents  were  pro- 
bably sent  over  and  produced,  and  would  remain  in 
England^  where  they  were  likely  to  be  wanted.  The 
notice  then  was  good ;  secondary  evidence  was  admis* 
sible;  and  the  plaintiff  was  free  to  call  for  the  letter  book 
as  a  means  of  proving  the  contents  of  those  particular 
letters. 

Secondly,  even  if  he  was  not,  defendant  had  expressly 
undertaken  to  produce  that  letter-book  for  proof  of  those 
letters.  He  does  so ;  but  contends  that  they  are  not 
to  be  read  without  proof  that  they  actually  were  sent 

The  answer  is,  first,  that  the  description  of  them  as 
seni  is  perfectly  immaterial,  the  writing  of  them  by  de- 
fendant being  the  only  fact  required  to  make  them 
evidence.  Secondly,  the  letter-book,  when  produced  in 
pursuance  of  the  undertaking,  clearly  shews  that  they 
were  sent.  The  very  fact  of  their  being  transcribed  into 
such  a  book  proves  this  as  against  the  party  keeping  it 
Defendant  now  says,  *<  as  you  prove  the  letters  by  my 
book,  I  have  a  right  to  read  in  evidence  the  whole  of 
that  book ;  or  at  least  the  whole  correspondence  on  the 
subject,  as  it  is  found  in  the  same  book.  You  produce 
a  document  of  my  writing,  and  must  read  the  whole." 

(a)  The  bill  in  Chancery  wm  filed  in  18S1  before  the  commencement 
of  the  action.  The  marginal  abstract  panues  the  statement  of  facts  «i 
recited  in  the  judgment. 

But 


BucaaitaM. 
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But  how  can  this  be  called  a  document?  It  is  a  series  18S9. 
of  copies  of  letters  written  from  time  to  time,  on  prin-  ~ 
djde  exactly  the  same  thing  as  if  they  had  been  kept  in 
his  counting-house  on  a  file.  It  is  like  proving  what  a 
party  said  in  one  conversation :  one  of  these  letters,  or 
one  of  these  conversations,  may  be  proved  without  au- 
thorizing the  opposite  party  to  bring  forward,  for  his 
own  benefit,  what  he  himself  said  or  wrote  in  another 
conversation,  or  a  difierent  letter.  The  late  decision  in 
Prince  V.  Samo  {a)  carries  this  principle  much  further. 
That  the  rest  of  the  correspondence  may  throw  light 
upon  these  parts  of  it,  is  true ;  but  the  light  may  be  a 
false  one.  Plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  know  whedier  it 
would  or  not ;  nor  whether  any  other  statements  were 
made  as  they  appear  in  the  book,  or,  if  made,  were 
true. 

It  was  surmised  that  an  unfair  advantage  had  been 
taken  of  the  defendant  in  obtaining  a  knowledge  of  these 
letters  through  a  suit  in  chancery,  and  then  producing 
them  without  the  answer,  which  may  have  greatly  qua- 
lified and  altered  their  effect.  But  I  cannot  think  that 
a  judge  at  nisi  prius  has  any  thing  to  do  with  these  con- 
siderations :  he  is  to  enquire  only  whether  due  notice 
has  been  given ;  whether  the  documents  have  been 
proved  to  exist ;  whether  copies  are  well  proved.  Or 
(taking  this  to  be  k  piece  of  original  evidence,  as  written 
by  defendant  or  by  his  authority)  he  is  to  prove  the 
handwriting,  or  the  authorization.  He  does  this  by. the 
undertaking  to  produce  the  book  in  proof  of  the  three 
letters  described,  and  of  the  three  letters  only;  the 
mode  of  proving  them  can  give  the  other  side  no  new 

(a)  7-rf.  fE.eSI. 

S  s  2  rights. 
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1839. 

Sturqx 

agamsi 

BucHAiri^N. 


rights.  [His  lordship  then  proceeded  to  give  judgment 
on  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  on  the  alleged  misdirec- 
tion.] 

S.  Rule  discharged. 


June  15th. 


LuNNiss  against  Row. 


'Stn^^  ASSUMPSIT  by  indorsee  of  a  bill   of  exchange 

tency  on  the  drawn  bv  J.  Smith  on,  and  accepted  by,  defendant 

ground  of  in-  -^                           »                     i             ^» 

terest,  aruing  piea.    That  defendant  accepted  the  bill  for  the  ac* 
on  the  examin- 
ation of  a  wit-  commodation   and  use  of  the  said  i7.  5mtM,  and  solely 

removed  by  the  for  the  purpose  *and  in  order  that  he  might  raise  money 

^^he^MmMT^  thereon  by  getting  the  same  discounted,  and  that  there 

haTbeen  re^  ^*®  "°^>  ^^  ^^V  ^*™^>  ^"7  Consideration  or  value  for 

leaMd ;  though  defendant's  acceptance  thereof.     That  J.  Smith  indorsed 

his  interest  ap-  ^ 


pears  on  the 
face  of  the 
plea  which  be 
is  called  to 
prove. 

Therefore 
where,  in  an 


and  delivered  the  bill  to  plaintiff  before  it  became  due, 
and  plaintiff  then  received  and  held  the  same  for  a  spe- 
cial purpose,  to  wit,  for  the  purpose  and  in  order  that 
plaintiff  might  get  it  discounted  for  J.  Smithy  and  pay 
theacceptor'of  ^^®  proceeds  thereof  to  him  for  his  use  and  benefit, 
anfpii^^l^  That  plaintiff,  in  violation  of  good  faith,  and  without 
that  it  was  ac-    jh^  consent  of  J.  Smithy  held  and  detained  the  same 

cepted  for  the 

accommodation  under   pretence   that   he  would   destroy  it,   and   had 

of  the  drawer,  .... 

who  indorsed  it  fraudulently  put  It  in  suit  without  having  given  any 

to  plaintiff 

without  con-     ' 

sideration : 

Held,  that  the 

drawer,  who 

was  called  by 

defendant  to 

prove  the  plea, 

and  who  gave 

parol  evidence 

of  a  release  by  defendant,  was  competent,  without  producing  or  formally  proving  the  re> 

lease. 

Quare,  whether,  in  such  case,  a  release  be  necessary  since  3  ft  4  IT.  4.  e.  4S.  i.  96.  ? 


value  for  it.     Verification.     Replication,  de  injuriL 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  Lon- 
don sittings  after  Hilaty  term,  1838,  Smithy  the  drawer, 
being  called  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant  to  prove  the 


matters 


Row. 
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matters  alleged  in  the  plea,  was  objected  to  as  incom-        1839. 
petent     On  examination,  he  stated  that  he  had  been-       " 

LUNNXU 

released  by  the  defendant,  and  gave  parol  evidence  of  agairui 
the  contents  of  the  release ;  but  the  release  itself  was 
not  produced.  It  was  contended,  for  the  defendant, 
that  no  release  was  necessary  since  stat.  3  &  4  fT.  4. 
c*  42.  s.  26. ;  and  that,  if  it  was,  sufficient  proof  of  ft 
had  been  given.  His  Lordship  directed  the  witness's 
name  to  be  indorsed  on  the  record,  and  received  the 
evidence,  reserving  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff.  The  jury  found  for  the  defendant.  In 
Easter  term,  R.  V.  Richards  obtained  a  rule  nisi  ac- 
cordingly. 

Butt  now  shewed  cause.  The  incompetency  of  the 
witness  only  arises  from  the  fact  of  his  being  an  accom- 
modation drawer.  This  is  admitted  by  him;  but  he  also 
states  that  he  has  been  released.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
The  objection  is,  that  the  proof  of  his  incompetency  was 
not  obtained  from  himself  on  the  voir  dire,  but  from  your 
own  admission.  At  the  trial  he  was  produced  on  your 
part  as  the  person  mentioned  as  drawer  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  alleged  in  your  plea  to  be  an  accommodation 
drawer.]  In  effect,  it  is  the  same  as  if  he  had  stated 
hb  interest  on  the  voir  dire.  He  was  called  to  prove 
that  he  was  the  person  named  in  the  plea,  and  was  an 
accommodation  acceptor:  this  would,  have  disqualified 
him,  but  for  the  release.  The  general  rule  applies,  that 
where  his  own  admission  disqualifies  him,  the  same 
testimony  will  be  sufficient  to  prove  the  removal  of  the 
disqualifying  interest     Goodhay  v.   Hendry  (a)  is  the 

(a)  AT.  t  M.  S19. 

Ss  3  only 
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1839.  only  case  that  appears  to  contradict  the  rule.  There 
"^       the  bankrupt  was  held  incompetent  for  his  assignees,  in 

a^iitut  an  action  to  recover  a  debt  due  to  the  estate,  without 
regular  proof  of  the  certificate.  That  case,  however, 
whether  distinguishable  or  not  from  the  present,  has 
not  been  followed,  as  appears  in  the  note  of  the  re- 
porter, and  in  Carlisle  y.  Eady  (a).  Qtsarterman  v. 
Cox  (b)  only  shews  that,  if  the  release  is  actually  pro- 
duced, the  opposite  party  has  a  right  to  inspect  and 
read  it.  [On  the  point,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  statute 
in  making  the  witness  competent  without  a  release,  the 
argument  is  omitted.] 

R.  V.  Richards  and  Whitehursty  contra.  The  rule  is, 
that  where  the  objection  is  elicited  from  the  witness 
alone,  it  may  be  repelled  by  the  same  species  of  evi- 
dence, namely,  by  parol  evidence.  But  here,  as  soon 
as  the  identity  of  the  witness  with  the  party  named  in 
the  plea  appears,  his  incompetency  stands  confessed  by 
the  defendant,  and  must  be  repelled  by  legitimate  evi- 
dence. Nor  is  there  any  hardship  in  this ;  for  the  de- 
fendant is  necessarily  apprised  of  the  objection,  and 
might  have  provided  himself  with  proof  of  the  release. 
IPatteson  J.  Would  you  require  proof  by  attesting 
witnesses  ?]  An  attesting  witness  is  needless  to  a  re- 
lease ;  but  if  there  be  one,  he  must  be  called.  Good' 
hay  V.  Hendry  {c)  is  in  point,  and  is  confirmed  by  the 
opinion  of  Tindal  C.  J.  in  the  case  there  cited  in  the  note 
to  p.  820.  The  point  must  have  occurred  more  rarely 
before  the  new  rules  of  pleading,  because  special  pleas, 

(a)  1  C.  i  P.  S84. 

(6)  8  C.  4*  P.  97.     See  alio  JffiKfer  ▼•  Carver,  8  Star.  48S. 

(c)  AT.*  If.  319.  ^ 

disclosing 
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disclosing  the  interest  of  parties  on   the  face  of  the 
record,  were  not  then  usual. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  is  a  question  of  practice, 
and  I  never,  in  my  experience,  knew  any  practice  pre- 
vail difierent  from  that  which  was  adopted  in  this  case. 

Littledale  J.  The  fact,  that  the  witness's  name  is 
on  the  record,  and  that  bis  interest  is  alleged  in  it, 
makes  no  difference  in  principle.  He  knows  nothing 
about  the  record,  and  cannot,  therefore,  on  that  account, 
be  presumed  to  have  had  notice  of  the  objection  that 
would  be  made  to  his  testimony. 

Patteson  J.  (a)  concurred. 
S.  Rule  discharged. 

(a)  WUaanu  J.  was  absent. 


Evans  against  Fryee.  Mamu^, 

^  June  17th. 

ASSUMPSIT.     The  first  count  of  the  declaration  Assumpsit  on 
•         .  ^1  1  .  *.     1       ■  wager  that 

stated  that,  at  the  time  of  the  makmg  of  the  a  railroad 
promise  &c.,  a  certain  railroad  was  intended  to  be  made  p]eted>r  the ' 


from  Birmifigiam  in  the  county  of  Warwick^  to  join  a  ^^^^^^ 
certain  other  railroad  theretofore  made  from  Manchester  ^  *?/^'  ^ 

B,  witmn  SIX 

to  Liverpool  respectively  in  the  county  of  Lancastery  y«***  ^f' 
and  so  to  form  a  railroad  ,/or  the  cofweyance  of  pas* 


^lebeAfirthe 

setigers  and  goods  to  and  from  Birmingham  aforesaid,  general  coiwe^ 

once  of  pattef^ 

gen  to  A.  and 

B,  within  six  years.     Plea,  traversing  the  aTerment. 

Held  that,  vnder  stot.  8  ft  4  IT.  4.  c  4S.  t,  33.,  the  judge  at  Nisi  Prius  might  amend 

the  record,  agreeablj  to  the  endence,  by  striking  out  the  words  "fir  thegenenU  conveyance 

efpauengerf  in  the  deelaration  and  plea. 

S  s  4  and 
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18S9.  and  Liverpool  aforesaid.  And  thereapon,  heretofore, 
■^■^  viz.  14th  Jfito  18S1,  a  discourse  was  had  between 
tgauui  plaintiff  and  defendant  of  and  concerning  the  said  in- 
tended railroad,  and  the  probable  length  of  time  which 
would  elapse  befo/e  it  was  completed,^  tie  general 
conveyance  of  passengers  to  and  from  Liverpool  aforesaid 
and  Birmingham  aforesaid;  and,  upon  that  discourse, 
plaintiff  then  affirmed  that  a  railroad  would  be  com- 
pleted for  the  general  conveyance  of  passengers  to  and 
from  Ldverpocl  aforesaid  and  Birmingham  aforesaid  in 
six  years  from  the  said  14th  day  of  Jtdy  18SI,  which 
defendant  then  denied,  and  affirmed  that  no  railroad 
would  be  completed  for  the  general  conveyance  qfpas- 
sengers  to  and  from  Liverpool  and  Birmingham  afore- 
said in  six  years  from  the  said  14th  day  &C.,  and 
thereupon  aflerwards,  viz.  on  &c.,  in  consideration  that 
plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  defendant,  had  thdn  promised 
defendant  to  pay  him  50/.  if  a  railroad  was  not  com- 
pleted ,/&r  the  general  conveyance  of  passengers  to  and 
from  Liverpool  aforesaid  and  Birmingham  aforesaid  in 
six  years  from  the  said  14th  day  &c.,  defendant  then 
promised  plaintiff  to  pay  him  ISOL  if  a  railroad  was 
completed  for  the  general  conveyance  of  passengers  to 
and  from  Liverpool  aforesaid  and  Birmingham  aforesaid 
in  six  years  from  the  said  14th  day  &c.  Averment, 
that  a  railroad  was  completed  for  the  general  conveyance 
of  passengers  to  and  from  Liverpool  afovtsaid  and  Bir^ 
mingham  aforesaid  in  six  years  from  the  said  14th  day. 
&c.,  that  is  to  say  on'4th  July  18S7,  whereof  defendant 
on  &c.  had  notice,  whereby  he  became  liable  to  pay, 
&C.     Second  count  on  an  account  stated* 

Pleas.     1.  Non  assumpsit      2.  As  to  the  first  count, 
that  the  said  railroad  was  not  completed,/^  the  general 

conveyance 


Frtiii. 
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conveyance  of  passengers  to  and  from  Liverpool  aforesaid        18S9. 
and  Birmingham  aforesaid  in  six  years  from  the  said        

•^  Etaki 

14tfa  July  1851,  in  manner  and  form  &c.     Conclusion        againsi 
to  the  country.     Issues  on  the  two  pleas. 

On  the   trial  before  Park  J.   at  the    Warwickshire  ' 
Spring  assizes,  1838,  the  evidence  as  to  the  terms  of 
.  the  wager  was  given  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  who 
stated  that,  at  the  expiration  of  the  six  years,  a  dispute 
having  arisen  on  the  wager,  he,  as  attorney  for  the  plain- 
tiff, called  on  defendant,  who  admitted  the  bet  but  said 
that  he  had  won.      The  witness  then  said,  *<  I  believe 
your  bet  was  150/.  to  5QL  that  a  railroad  would  not  be 
completed  for  the  general  conveyance  of  passengers  to 
and  from  Liverpool  to  Birmingham  in  six  years  from  the 
14th  Juty^    1831."     Defendant  answered,    <' My  bet 
was,  a  railroad  would  not  be  completed  from  Liverpool 
to  Birmingham  in  six  years."     It  appeared  that,  within 
the  six  years,  the  railway  was  completed  from  Liverpool 
to  a  terminus,  at  the  Birmingham  end,  called  Vauxhall  / 
and  the  contest  between  the  parties  had  been  before 
the  bringing  of  the  action,  and  was  at  the  trial  until 
the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  whether  the  railway  to 
Birmingham  could  be  deemed  complete  when  carried 
only  to  VatixhalL     It  appeared,  also,  that  the  railway 
was  opened  within  the  six  years  for  conveying  passen- 
gers, and  goods  of  some   descriptions,  but  not  heavy 
goods,  which,  at  the  time  of  such  opening,  the  railway 
company  did  not  intend  to  convey.     When  the  plain- 
tiff's case  was  concluded,  the  defendant's  counsel  con- 
tended that  there  must  be  a  nonsuit  on  the  ground  of 
variance  between  the  wager  proved  and  that  stated  in 
the  declaration.     The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  prayed 
that  the  record  might  be  amended,  under   stat.  3  & 

4  ir.  4. 
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agmmt 
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1889.  4  W.  4.  c.  42.  s*  28. ;  and  Park  J.  permitted  the  declar- 
ation and  plea  to  be  amended  by  striking  out  the  words 
'*  for  the  conveyance  of  passengers  and  goods  **  in  the 
declaration,  and  the  words  *^  for  the  general  conveyance 
of  passengers,**  wherever  they  occurred.  The  defend* 
ant's  counsel  objected  altogether  to  the  amendment,  and 
did  not  pray  to  be  admitted  to  any  terms,  in  conse- 
quence of  it,  under  sect.  28.  He  addressed  the  jury 
on  the  question,  whether  or  not  the  railway  had  been 
completed  within  the  six  years ;  and  the  jury,  without 
hearing  the  case  summed  up,  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  Humfrey^  in  Easter  term  1888,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  amend- 
ment put  a  new  and  unexpected  issue  on  the  plaintifl^ 
and  was  unwarranted  by  the  statute. 

GouUmm  Serjt*  and  Hildyard  now  shewed  cause. 
The  variance  was  (according  to  the  language  of  stat. 
8  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  42.  s.  28)  in  a  particular  <'  not  material 
to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  by  which  the"  defendant 
**  cannot  have  been  prejudiced  in  the  conduct  of  his  " 
<<  defence."  Not  only  was  the  defendant  not  prejudiced, 
but  his  situation  was  bettered,  for  the  amendment  re- 
moved a  qualification  which  was  in  the  plaintiff's  favour, 
and  obliged  him  to  prove  that  the  road  was  '^com^^ 
pleted,''  in  the  full  sense,  and  not  merely  *'fbr  the 
general  conveyance  of  passengers."  And  he  did  in 
fact  prove  that  the  railway  had  been  completed  for  tluit 
and  every  purpose  originally  contemplated.  WhitmU 
V.  Scheer  (a)  and  Sainsbury  v.  Matthews  (b)  afford  pre- 
cedents fully  justifying  the  course  here  taken. 

(  )  8  ^.  {>  £.  301.  (6)  4  i/.  f  r.  34S. 

Httmfrey 
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Humfrey  and  fVeddlngtonf  contra.  The  real  ques*  1889. 
tion  is,  whether  the  aoiendinent  introduced  an  issue 
diflbring,  on  the  meritSy  from  the  original  one.  The 
judge  has  no  power  to  make  an  amendment  altering  the 
state  of  the  case  on  the  merits.  Here  the  defendant 
bad  pleaded  that  he  did  not  make  a  certain  bet :  issue 
was  joined  on  the  plea ;  and  it  had  appeared,  by  the 
evidence  givenj  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  sue* 
oeed,  and  recover  costs,  on  that  issue*  He  ought  not, 
then,  to  have  been  compelled  to  take  a  different  one. 
IPaiteson  J.  That  argument  would  apply  to  every  ease 
where  a  contract  has  been  declared  upon  and  denied. 
It  would  defeat  the  statutory  provision.]  There  is  no 
instance  of  an  amendment  under  the  act  which  has  so 
completely  brought  a  new  state  of  facts  into  dispute* 
The  amendment  in  Sainshny  v.  Matthews  (a)  did  not 
go  so  far ;  nor  did  that  in  Hanbwy  v*  EUa  (6),  where 
**  guarantee''  was  substituted  for  **pay,**  it  being  dear 
from  the  record  itself  that  a  guarantee  was  contem« 
plated.  Here  the  statement  of  the  bet,  as  amended,' 
introduced  an  entirely  new  proposition,  and  required  a 
diflerent  line  of  proof.  The  wager,  as  declared  upon, 
was,  that  the  railroad  would  be  completed  for  the 
general  conveyance  of  passengers ;  as  amended,  it  was, 
that  the  railroad  would  be  completed,  which  might 
mean  completed  for  all  purposes  of  carriage,  or  com- 
pleted merely  by  the  machinery  being  all  laid  down. 
Whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  such  an  alteration,  the 
judge  has  no  right,  by  making  it,  to  compel  a  party  to 
plead  that  which  he  does  not  wish  to  plead,  and  which 
perhaps  is  not  true.    IWiUiams  J.     You  might  have 

(a)  4  itf.  4^  r.  34S.  (6)  I  A,  ^  B.  61. 

said 
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'1889.        saidy  when  the  amendment  wa*^  proposed,   that  you 

could  not  deny  the  fact  as  then  stated.     LitUedaki, 
Etani  " 

againit        The  judge  might  then,  under  the  act,  have  compelled 

PftTBEa 

the  plaintiff  to  pay  all  the  costs  of  your  original  plea. 
Patteson  J.  The  judge  cannot  amend  where  the  altera- 
tion is  material  to  the  merits.  You  shew,  here,  that  it 
was  not  so,  and  that  you  came  into  Court  merely  to 
nonsuit  the  plaintiff.  The  clause  was  introduced  to 
avoid  that.]  The  learned  Judge  should  have  had  the 
facts  found  specially  and  the  finding  entered  on  the 
record,  under  sect.  24. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  (a)  I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  a 
new  trial.  It  is  true,  as  the  plaintiff's  counsel  say, 
that  the  amendment  imposed  an  additional  burden  of 
proof;  but  on  whom  ?  On  the  plaintiff.  He,  and  not 
the  defendant,  was  prejudiced.  The  defendant  has 
nothing  to  allege  but  that  the  dedlaration,  as  it  origin- 
ally stood,  was  not,  in  form  and  in  point  of  law,  main- 
tainable under  the  circumstances.  The  alteration  did 
not  afiect  the  merits. 

Patteson  J.  If  the  amendment  had  taken  off  any 
burden  of  proof  from  the  plaintiff,  there  would  have 
been  truth  in  the  argument  for  this  rule.  But  it  could 
not  do  so,  unless  we  are  to  suppose  that  the  wager,  as 
it  ultimately  stood,  that  a  railway  would  be  completed^ 
meant  merely  that  the  rails  would  be  laid  down  and  fit 
to  be  used.  I  think  it  would  be  trifling  to  say  this. 
The  words  must  be  taken  to  mean  that  the  railway  shoald 
be  complete  so  as  to  be  in  public  use.     And,  if  so^  the 

(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  had  left  Uie  Court. 

nmendment 
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amendment  threw  a  rather  larger  onus  of  proof  upon        18S9. 
the  plaintiflP  than  be  took  upon  himself  at  first.     The 
defendant  cannot  complain  that  the  merits  an  altered        against 

FftTXft. 

because  this  additional  burden  is  laid  upon  his  adver- 
sary. If  he  really  went  to  trial  relying  upon  the  vari- 
ance»  hb  counsel,  when  the  mistake  was  corrected, 
should  have  demanded  such  terms  as  would  have  en- 
abled him  then  to  give  the  real  answer,  if  he  had  one, 
on  the  merits.  But  I  do  not  believe  that  he  went  to 
trial  in  any  such  reliance. 

Williams  J.  This  amendment  was  properly  made; 
because,  if  the  power  of  amending  were  not  liberally  ex- 
ercised, it  would  be  a  grievous  hardship  that  only  one 
count  is  permitted  on  one  subject  of  complaint  And 
the  amendment  could  not  be  disadvantageous  oH  the 
merits,  as  far  as  the  defendant  was  concerned.  It  would 
be  trifling  to  say  that  a  railway  being  completed  meant 
only  the  laying  down  of  the  tram-road.  The  meaning 
clearly  was,  that  it  should  be  complete  for  all  the  pur- 
poses of  a  railroad ;  for  the  carriage  of  goods  as  well  as 
men.  And,  if  so,  the  plaintiff  had  more  to  prove  on  the 
amended  than  on  the  original  issue. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1899. 


Jufu  IStfa. 


Wain  against  Bailey. 


The  maker  of  A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  defend- 
g^iibi^  o^r  ant,  payable  to  plaintiflP  [not  to  order,  or  bearer] 

wthl^ILmiiit  ^^  ^^®  ^^^  March.  Plea,  that,  wben  the  note  became 
tto*°  ^uiJd  ttot  ^"^»  ^  ^'^  ^^  *"^'  defendant  was  ready  and  willing  to 
the  pejee  has     \^y^  pgi^  plaintiff  the  amount  of  the  said  note,  whereof 

not  got  it  la 

hit  poaMnion  plaintiff  then  had  notice,  and  defendant  then  requested 
ou^T  produoe  plaintiff  to  produce  the  said  note  for  the  purpose  of  the 
mm'or'de^im.  ^<^^  being  delivered  op  to  him,  the  defendant,  on  pay- 
ISttton^**!*  "*^"*  ^^  ^  amount  thereof;  but  that  pUintifl^  wbea 
™^°^  so  requested  to  produce  the  same  for  the  purpose  albre^ 

said,  had  not  the  said  note  in  his  power,  custody,  or 
possession^  nor  could  then  deliver  or  have  delivered  it 
up  to  defendant,  and  confessed  and  admitted  that  be 
could  not  then  deliver  up  the  same  to  defendant,  if  de- 
fendant should  then  pay  the  amotint  thereof.  Where* 
upon  defendant  did  then  refuse  to  plaintiff  the  amouot 
of  the  said  note,  as  be  lawfully  might  &c« ;  and  defend* 
ant  says  that  he  has  always,  since  the  said  note  became 
due,  and  since  the  said  admission  and  confession  of  the 
plaintiff,  been,  and  still  is,  ready  and  willing  to  pay  plain- 
tiff the  amount  of  the  note  on  the  same  being  produced 
and  delivered  up  to  him  on  payment  thereof;  but  plain- 
tiff has  never  since  produced  or  offered  to  deliver  it  op 
to  defendant  on  payment  thereof  &c.  VerificatioD. 
Replication,  de  injuria  absque  ttdi  &c. 

The  action  was  tried  at  the  Derbyshire  Spring  assizes, 
18S8,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  tlie  defendant. 
In  Busier  term  following,  Clarke  obtained  a  rule  to 

shew 


Waik 
agabui 
Bailbt. 
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shew  cause  why  judgment  should  not  be  entered  for        1899. 
the  plaintiff  nan  obttarUe  veredicto, 

WkUehwrst  now  shewed  cause.  The  question  on  this 
record  is,  whether  the  maker  of  a  note,  who  is  ready, 
and  offers,  to  pay  it  when  due,  is  bound  to  do  so  except 
upon  redelivery  ?  Hansard  v.  Robinson  {a)  is  in  point. 
It  was  there  decided  that  the  bolder  of  such  a  security 
cannot  sue  upon  it  without  producing  and  offering  to 
deliver  it  up.  Lord  Tenterden  there  says,  **  What  is  the 
custom  in  this  respect  ?  It  is  that  the  holder  of  the  bill 
shall  present  the  instrument  at  its  maturity  to  the  ac« 
ceptor,  demand  payment  of  its  amount,  and,  upon  re* 
oeipt  of  the  money,  deliver  up  the  bilL  The  acceptor 
paying  the  bill  has  a  right  to  the  possession  of  the  in- 
strument for  his  own  security,  and  as  his  voucher  and 
discharge  pro  tanto  in  his  account  with  the  drawer.  If, 
upon  an  offer  of  payment,  the  holder  should  refuse  to 
deliver  up  the  bill,  can  it  be  doubted  that  the  acceptor 
might  retract  his  offer,  or  retain  his  money?''  Sup- 
posing the  note  to  have  been  negotiable,  this  would  be 
a  direct  authority  ?  IPatteson  J.  It  shews  only  that 
the  holder  cannot  recover  on  a  lost  note ;  it  was  not 
decided  that  he  could  not  have  recovered  if  he  had 
found  it.]  The  reason  assigned,  namely,  the  want  of  a 
voucher  and  security  against  a  second  demand,  applies' 
equally  whether  the  note  be  lost  or  not.  The  only 
distinction  is  the  non-negotiability  of  the  bill  in  this 
case.  But  that  is  not  a  sufficient  protection,  for  the 
plaintiff  may  have  pledged  or  equitably  assigned  it. 
Even  if  he  has  not  parted  with  it,  the  defendant 
ought  not  to  be  exposed  to  the  difficulty  of  proving 

(a)  7  P.  {•  c.  sa 

payment 
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1839.        payment,  in  case  be  should  be  again  sued  on  it    He 
~  cannot,  at  common  law,  compel  tbe  plaintiff  to  gire  a 

againd  receipt,  and  is  not  obliged  to  take  a  witness  with  him. 
IPatteson  J.  In  RoU  v.  Watson  {a)  the  plaintiff  was 
allowed  to  recover  for  goods  sold,  though  defendant 
had  accepted  a  bill  for  the  amount,  which  had  been  lost 
before  it  had  been  indorsed  by  the  drawer :  your  argu- 
ment would  equally  apply  to  such  a  case.  Littiedak  J. 
The  defendant  would  be  exposed  to  the  same  risk,  if  be 
were  sued  on  a  bond,  which  the  obligee  is  not  bound 
to  redeliver.]  The  action  is  founded  on  the  castom  of 
merchants,  for  this  is  a  note  within  the  custom,  though 
not  negotiable;  Smith  y.  Kendall {b)^  Sex  v.  Bos(c): 
if  so,  the  custom  to  redeliver  on  payment  mast  be  ob- 
served. The  promise  is  only  to  pay  agreeably  to  the 
custom. 

Clarkef  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Ck>urt 

Per  Curiam  {d).    The  plea  is  bad. 

S.  Rule  absolute  for  judgment  non  obstante 

veredicto. 


(a)  4  Bmg.  273.  (6)  6  7.  R,  183.  (c)  €  TVmiU.  S85. 

(tf)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtiedale,  FiaUe$on,  and  fFUStmtJt. 
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I83i9i. 


Wedgewood  against  Hartley  and  Others.       irednada^ 

June  19th. 

nPRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  Tnipats  for 
bouse  and  taking  bis  goods.  on  pialntiffr 

Pleas.     1.  That  plaintiff  held  the  bouse  as  tenant  t«>  ^^^^Z' 
the  overseers  and  guardians  of  17.  under  a  demise  at  a  to"^fe"dlmtl^  * 
yearly  rent  of  10/.:  justification  of  entry  and  seizure  ?lff*°'^j. 
under  a  distress  for  rent  in  arrear.     2.  A  similar  plea  t>«»  for  such 

rent     Repli- 

stating  a  tenancy  to  the  same  persons,  on  the  same  cation,  non    • 

tenuit* 
terms,  by  one  fV,  fVedgewood,  the  elder.     Replications      The  case 

to  each  plea  denying  the  tenancy,  and  issues  thereon.       phdaUff  i^  the 

At  the  trial  before  Patteson  J.,  at  the  York  Spring  ^^^J^,^ 

assizes,  1838,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  stated,  in  opening  *^|^ff^^d** 

the  case,  that  the  bouse  belonged  to  fV.  fVedgewoodj  the  ^  premises  of 

elder,  the  plaintiff's  father,  who  bad  built  it  himself  on  of  s/. 

...  Held,  that 

a  piece  of  waste,  and  occupied  it  without  acknowledge  ir.'s  wife  was 

ment  or  rent  for  twenty  years  and  upwards ;  and  that  witness  for 

the  plaintiff  had  been  let  into  possession,  in  1832,  as  proTetboM 

tenant  to  him  at  the  annual  rent  of  31.     To  prove  this,  Sr2^^"t*^V 

be  called  the  wife  of  Wedgewood  the  elder,  who  stated,  ;  ▼e«Wct  for 

defendants,  fr, 
on  cross-examination,  that  she  bad  received  rent  from  would  be  liable 

orer  to  plain- 

the  plaintiff  as  tenant  to  her  husband.     She  was  ob-  tiff;andthatthe 

jected  to  as  incompetent,  because  her  husband  would  be  being  inde- 

liable  over  to  the  plaintiff,  in  case  a  verdict  should  be  ^  that  might 

found  for  the  defendants.    The  learned  judge,  with  some  y^SctVjw 

doubt,  admitted  the  evidence,  and  the  jury  negatived  both  ^^^^^^  ^^ 

the  pleas.     In  the  following  term,  &  Temple  obtained  ^  ^^  «•  ^^ 
a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on  the  above  point 


Vol.  X.  T  t  Alexander 


Habtlxt. 
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1839.  Alexander  and  W.  H.    Watson   now  shewed  cause. 

Wedgewoodj  the  elder,  was  not  interested  in  disproving 

WXDOKWOOD 

against  bis  own  tenancy  under  the  defendants ;  he  was  rather 
interested  in  proving  it.  If  he  had  a  title  paramount 
to  that  of  the  defendants,  it  would  not  be  affected  by 
the  verdict  in  this  action.  A  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
will  not  be  of  any  use  to  him,  nor  would  a  verdict  for 
the  defendants  be  in  any  way  available  against  him. 
It  would  not  alter  the  possession,  or  displace  or  pre- 
judice his  title :  Doe  dem.  Nightingale  v.  Maisey  (a). 
The  rule,  as  laid  down  in  Doe  dem.  Teynham  v. 
Tyler  (5),  is,  that  a  witness  is  interested  **  first,  where 
he  has  a  direct  and  immediate  benefit  from  the  event 
of  the  suit  itself;  and,  secondly,  where  he  may  avail 
himself  of  the  benefit  of  the  verdict  in  support  of 
bis  claim  in  a  future  action."  Here  the  event  cannot 
affect  the  witness's  husband :  Sirnpson  v*  Pickering  (c). 
[Patteson  J.  The  objection  was,  that  if  the  defendants 
established  a  right  to  distrain  on  the  plaintiff^  he  would 
have  a  right  of  action  over  against  his  father.]  It  does 
not  appear  upon  what  terms  the  plaintiff  held  of  his 
father,  or  that  the  latter  was  in  any  way  bound  to  in- 
demnify his  son.  A  distress  is  pot  an  eviction.  The 
defendants  are  bound  to  shew  every  thing  that  is  neces- 
sary to  disqualify  the  witness,  and  cannot  call  upon  the 
Court  to  presume  liabilities  which  do  not  appear. 

5.  Temple^  contr^.  This  is  a  case  of  incompetency 
arising  from  an  interest  in  the  result  of  the  cause,  in- 
dependently of  any  use  that  may  be  made  of  the  verdict 

(a)  lB,4[Ad,  439.     See  also  Reei  ▼.  Wa&ers,  SU-iW.  527. 
(6)  6  JSing.  390.     See  judgment,  ibid.  394. 
(c)  1  C.  M,  J- J2.527. 

In 
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In  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  against  his  father  to  in-        1839. 

demnify  him  for  the  rent  recovered  by  the  distress,    ^ 

he  would  be  able  shew  the  title  of  the  overseers,  and  the        ogmntt 

Haktlst. 

distress  by,  and  payment  to,  them,  by  their  evidence, 
without  producing  the  record  of  this  action.  The  ob- 
jection is  therefore  not  removed  by  S  &;  4  K^  4.  c.  4iS. 
s.  26. ;  Harding  v.  Cobky  (a).  It  is  unnecessary  to  shew 
any  express  covenant  or  contract  to  indemnify  the  plain* 
tiff,  for  there  will  be  an  implied  legal  liability  to  do  so. 
If,  indeed,  the  witness  had  admitted  a  tenancy  by  her 
husband  under  the  defendants,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
been  a  sub-tenant  at  the  same,  or  a  greater  rent,  which 
rent  was  in  arrear  at  the  time  of  the  distress,  there  would 
then  have  been  no  liability  over ;  but  here  the  facts,  to 
be  proved  by  the  witness,  are  repugnant  to  the  defend- 
ants' title.  If  the  plaintiff's  case  is  a  true  one,  Wedge- 
W)ody  the  elder,  will  not  lose  his  rent ;  if  the  defendants 
succeed,  then  the  plaintiff  has  been  subjected  by  his 
landlord  to  liabilities  to  a  larger  amount  than  his  own 
rent,  and  will  be  enUtled  to  be  reimbursed. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  are  two  pleas ;  one  as- 
serting a  tenancy  under  the  overseers  by  the  son ;  the 
other  by  the  father.  The  wife  of  the  father  is  called  as 
a  witness  to  negative  the  latter  plea.  There  is  a  direct 
interest  in  disproving  it ;  for  if  such  a  tenancy  exists, 
Wedgewoodj  the  elder,,  will  be  liable  over  to  the  plaintiff 
to  indemnify  him  for  a  payment  which  he  is  obliged  to 
make  through  his  father's  default. 

Patteson  J.  The  incompetency  here  is  not  by 
reason  of  the  admissibility  of  the  verdict  or  judgment  as 

(a)  6  C  4f  P.  664.     See  Yeomaru  ▼.  Legh^  2M.^  W.  419.  contnL 

T  t  2  evidence 


Haktlit. 
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18S9.        evidence  for  or  against  the  witness^  but  is  independent 
'        of  that  reason.     The  fact  of  the  father's  tenancy  is  in 

WXDOZWOOD 

agairut  issuc.  If  it  be  established,  he  is  liable  to  an  annual  rent 
of  10/.,  which  the  plab tiff  will  be  obliged  to  pay.  The 
plaintiff's  own  rent  is  only  SL;  so  that,  even  supposing 
his  own  rent  to  be  in  arrear  (which  does  not  appear),  he 
will  have  to  pay  nnore  than  he  has  the  means  of  retain- 
ing out  of  it  It  is  clear  that  he  would  have  a  remedy 
to  recover  this  against  his  father,  who  is  therefore  im- 
mediately interested  in  defeating  the  claim  of  the  de* 
fendants. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Coleridge  J.  It  seems  to  be  conceded  that  liability 
over  to  the  plaintiff  is  an  interest  which  will  exclude  the 
witness.  Here  the  witness  has  shewn  a  tenancy  between 
the  father  and  son,  as  on  the  voire  dire.  Nor  does  the 
competency  turn  on  the  question,  whether  the  son  has, 
or  has  not,  paid  his  own  rent  The  rents  are  different, 
and  may  be  payable  on  different  days,  and  the  plaintiff 
may  have  been  distrained  upon  before  his  own  became 
due. 

S.  Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 
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SwANN  against  Sutton.  jt^H!^^ 

A  SSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  work  To  assumprit 
and  materials,   and  money  paid,  and  on  an  ac-  &c.,  itisiT'  ' 
count  stated.  '^Jt^.r 

Plea,  that  plaintiff  ought  not  further  lo  maintain  his  "^^^^^ 
action  &c.,  because,  after  the  causes  of  action  accrued,  ^^^^  f®™-. 

menced,  plun- 

and  after  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit  on  &c.,  tiff  took  the 

benefit  of  the 

plaintiff,  then  being  a  prisoner  in  actual  custody  &c.,  on  Insohent 
process   for   debt   &c.,   did,   according   to   the   act  of  7  G.  4.  c.  57., 
7  G.  4.  (r.  57.),  petition  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Court  ^e  plJ^SondT 
for  his  discharge,  and  plaintiff  did,  at  the  time  of  sub-  JJbS^by  plain- 
scribing  the  said  petition,  to  wit  on  &c.,  duly  execute  a  ^l^^^^- 
conveyance  and  assignment  to  Samuel  Sturgis^  then  being  ""ch  awignec. 
the  provisional  assignee  of  the  said  court,  in  the  form  an-  to  such  plea, 

that}  after  as« 

nexed  to  the  statute,  of  all  the  estate,  right,  &c.,  in  and  signment,  the 
to  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  of  plaintiff  ^^eThad 
&c.,  and  all  debte  due  to  plaintiff;  and,  by  force  of  the  "£,*1,^^^^ 
said  act,  conveyance  and  assignment,  all  the  estate,  right,  ™'^  **  *^^jm 
&c.,  of  plaintiff  in  and  to  the  said  debts  and  causes  of  ^^  ^r'"^ 

^  (and  after  the 

action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  &c.,  became  and  «boTe  plea 

pleaded)  a»- 

were  vested  in  the  said  S.  Sturgis  as  such  provisional  signed  to  other 
assignee,  on  the  trusts  and  for  the  purposes  in  the  act  pointed  by  the 
mentioned.     Verification.  ix^tors' 

Replication.  That  heretofore  and  after  the  said  as-  ^chlLignLs 
signment  to  S.  Sturgis^  viz.  on  &c.,  he  the  said  S.  Sturgis  ^^'^l^^ 
had  express  notice  of  this  suit  commenced  and  prose-  *^u  and  as- 

'^  sentedtoits 

cuted  against  the  deFendant,  and  of  the  cause  for  which  being  continued 

,  111  1  11  ^^^  ^^  benefit 

the   same  had  been   and  was  commenced  and   prose-  of  the  creditors; 

and  that  it  is  so 

*  continued  with 

their  consent  and  on  their  behalf  as  such  assignees :   Held  bad  on  general  demurrer. 

T  t  3  cuted : 
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18S9.  cuted :  and  that  afterwards,  and  after  such  notice,  to  wit 
on  &C.,  and  from  thence  until  the  making  of  the  inden- 

agahut  ture  herein  mentioned,  he  the  said  S.  Siurgts  suffered 
and  permitted  the  said  suit  to  remain  and  continue 
pending,  and  to  be  prosecuted  and  carried  on  by  and  in 
the  name  oF  plaintiff.  Averment,  that  afterwards,  and 
after  the  pleading  by  defendant  of  the  plea  above 
pleaded,  viz.  on  &c.,  William  JVallis  and  Enoch  Blake' 
morcy  being  creditors  of  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the 
Arrest  and  commencement  of  the  imprisonment  of  plain- 
tiff upon  which  he  petitioned  &c.  in  manner  and  form 
aforesaid,  were  duly  appointed  in  and  by  the  said  Court 
to  be  assignees  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  plaintiff: 
and  that  afterwards,  to  wit  on  &c.,  by  a  certain  indenture 
of  assignment  bearing  date,  to  wit  &c. :  (Assignment  by 
Sturgis  to  fVallis^nd  Blakemore  of  all  the  estate,  right, 
&c.,  of  in  and  to  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  and 
effects  which,  by  virtue  of  the  conveyance  and  assignment 
in  the  plea  mentioned,  were  in  any  way  vested  in  5.  Siurgis 

4 

as  provisional  assignee,  habendum  to  JVallis  and  Blaie- 
more  in  trust  for  the  creditors  of  plaintiff  who  should 
be  entitled  to  a  dividend):  that  Wallis  and  Blukemore 
afterwards,  to  wit  on  &c.,  had  express  notice  of  the  said 
suit  so  commenced  and  prosecuted  and  depending  as 
.aforesaid,  and  of  the  cause  for  which  the  same  had  been 
and  was  so  commenced  and  prosecuted,  and  then  ex- 
pressly assented  to  the  said  suit,  and  that  the  same  and 
the  proceedings  therein  should  be  continued  and  prose- 
.  cuted  by  plaintiff  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  W.  WaUis 
and  E,  Blakemore  as  such  assignees  as  aforesaid,  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  several  persons  creditors  of  plain- 
tiff at  the  time  of  the  arrest  and  the  commencement  of 
the  imprisonment  upon  which  he  so  petitioned  &c.  as 

aforesaid. 
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aforesaid.     Averment,  that  the  same  suit  is  now  con*        1 839. 
tinued  and  prosecuted  in  his  name,  with  the  express        7 
privily  and  approbation  and  consent  of  the  said  JV.  Wal-        agahut 
Us  and  E.  Blakemare^  and  for  and  on  their  behalf  as 
such  assignees  as  aforesaid.     Verification. 
General  demurrer,  and  joinder. 

CrongfloTif  for  the  defendant.  The  assignees  cannot 
continue  this  action  in  the  plaintifi^s  name ;  for  the  sum 
to  be  recovered,  and  the  right  to  sue  for  it,  are  vested 
absolutely  in  themselves.  The  plea  is  unanswered.  In 
Kinnear  v.  Tarrant  (a)  a  similar  plea,  of  the  plaintiff's 
bankruptcy,  was  pleaded  to  a  declaration  in  scire  facias, 
and  held  good  on  demurrer  to  a  replication  alleging 
that  the  action  was  continued  by  the  assignees  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors.  The  law  of  that  case  is  recog- 
nised in  Bi^s  V.  Cox{b)  and  Baylis  v.  Hayward{c)i 
and  is  supported  by  the  distinction  often  drawn  in 
cases  regarding  property  acquired  after  bankruptcy, 
-  where  it  has  been  held  that  in  respect  of  such  property 
an  uncertificated  bankrupt  may  sue  in  his  own  name  if 
the  assignees  do  not  interfere,  but  not  so  if  the  pro- 
perty was  acquired  before  the  bankruptcy.  Drayton  v. 
Dale(d)  is  a  case  of  this  class;  and  Taylor  v.  Bu- 
chanan [e)  and  Lea  v.  Te1fer{g)  shew  that  the  same 
principles,  as  to  the  bringing  of  actions,  prevail  in  cases 
of  insolvency  as  in  that  of  bankruptcy.  The  statutory 
provisions  in  the  one  case  are,  in  effect,  the  same 
as  those  in  the  other.  Guinness  v.  CarroU{h)  may 
be  cited,   but  is  no   real  exception  to  the  rule  de- 

(«)  15  East,  6S2.  (6)  4  £.  {•  a  990. 

(c)  AA^iE.  S56.  {d)  2B,^  a  S93. 

(e)  4B,^C.  419,  420.  ig)  1  Carr.  if  P.  146. 
(A)  1  S.  i  Ad.  459. 

T  t  4  duced 


626  CASES  IN  TRINITY  VACATION 

I8S9.  duced  from  the  other  cases^  There  a  judgment  entered 
up  by  the  plaintiff,  after  bankruptcy  and  assignment,  on 

Swank 

<^atn«/  fi  warrant  of  attorney  given  before  the  bankruptcy,  was 
held  to  be  regular.  But  the  obtaining  judgment  on  a 
warrant  of  attorney  is  a  peculiar  proceeding ;  and,  as 
Patteson  J.  suggested  there,  **  if  the  warrant  of  attorney 
was  given  to  enter  up  judgment  in  the  bankrupt's  name 
and  no  other,  the  assignees  could  not  have  made  them- 
selves parties  in  any  other  way  than  by  using  his  name/' 
IPatteson  J.  This  plaintiff  took  the  benefit  of  the  In- 
solvent Act  after  having  commenced  the  present  action. 
Why  may  not  the  assignees  go  on  widi  the  action  in  his 
name  till  final  judgment,  as  was  done  in  Bibbins  v. 
Mantel  (a)  ?  Before  final  judgment  they  cannot  have  a 
scire  facias  to  put  them  on  the  record.]  The;  answer  is 
pointed  out  in  Kinnear  v.  Tarrant  (b) :  the  plaintifi^ 
in  Bibbins  v.  Mantel  {a)f  had  obtained  interlocutory 
judgment,  and  a  writ  of  enquiry  had  been  awarded  be- 
fore the  bankruptcy;  and  the  action  was  held  to  be  pro- 
perly carried  on  in  his  name  till  final  judgment,  because 
the  defendant  had  no  day  in  Court,  and  Could  no  longer 
plead  any  thing  to  th^  action  (c).  The  same  reason  does 
not  apply  here. 

Archboldi  contra.  That  point  was  taken  in  argument 
in  Kinnear  v.  Tarrant  (i) ;  but  the  judgment  does  not 
turn  upon  it.  Nothing,  as  to  the  scire  facias,  had  been 
done  in  that  case  before  the  commission,  except  issuing 
process,  which  was  not  alleged  to  have  been  served 
when  the  commission  issued.  l*he  decision  in  Biggs  v. 
Cox  (d)  was  that  the  assignees  might  sue  on  promises, 

(a)  2  Wib,  358,  d7S.     HewU  v.  McmieU,  2  Wilt.  379. 

(6)  15  E(ui,622,  (c)  HewU  v.  Mantell,  2  WU$.  372. 

(d)  4B.^C.  920. 

while 
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while  an  action  commenced  against  the  same  party  by  1839. 
the  bankrupt  before  his  bankruptcy,  on  the  same  pro- '  *"""" 
mises,  was  still  depending ;  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  agamtt 
in  such  a  case  assignees  may  either  adopt  the  bankrupt's 
action  or  commence  a  new  one.  Indeed  it  would  be 
hard  on  assignees  to  be  bound  by  the  bankrupt's  action, 
in  which  some  proceeding  might  he  defective.  In  Bay- 
Its  V.  Hayward{a\  where  the  declaration  was  in  scire 
facias  on  a  judgment,  and  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff 
was  pleaded,  it  did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
become  bankrupt  before  the  original  action  was  brought ;  * 
if  so,  the  assignees  could  not  have  commenced  that 
action  in  the  bankrupt's  name,  though  they  might  have  ' 
adopted  it  if  commenced  by  him  before  the  bankruptcy. 
Where  a  plaintiff  becomes  insolvent  pending  the' action, 
it  is  a  common  practice  to  require  security  for  costs 
from  the  assignees,  or  a  creditor  (6),  the  Courts  thus 
recognising  the  fact  that  the  suit  is  carried  on  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors.  The  alleged  reason  for  allow- 
ing assignees  to  proceed  in  the  name  of  the  bankrupt 
after  interlocutory  judgment  and  not  before,  namely 
that  the  defendant  bad  no  longer  a  day  in  court,  is  not 
satisfactory,  for  he  might  raise  the  objection  by  audita 
querela.  In  Waugh  v.  Austen  {c)  the  plaintiff  became 
bankrupt  between  interlocutory  and  final  judgment,  and 
afterwards  sued  out  execution  in  his  own  name ;  and, 
on  motion  to  discharge  the  defendant  out  of  custody  on 
the  ground  of  irregularity,  the  answer  given  by  this 
Court  was,  *^  that  the  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff  did 
not  abate  the  suit;  and  that  they  had  in  several  in- 

(a)  4  -rf.  jr  £.  256. 

(6)  See  Heaford  ▼.  Knight,  2  B.  i  C  579.  Doyle  t.  Andenon,  S  DowL 
P.  C.  596. 

(c)  3  2'.  A.4S7.. 

stances 
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18S9.        stances  permitted  the  assignees  to  continue  a  suit  com- 
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menced  by  a  bankrupt  in  his  name/'  [Patteson  J.  How 
against  do  you  distinguish  the  present  case  from  Minchin  v. 
Hart  {a)  ?]  The  assignees  there  repudiated  the  action 
by  not  giving  security  for  costs.  [Patteson  J.  It  does 
not  appear  that  they  had  refused.  And  Bayley  J.  said 
that  the  Court  would  not  have  ordered  security  if  they 
had  known  that  the  defendant  meant  to  plead  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  plaintiff.]  The  pleadings  in  that  case  had 
not  gone  on  to  a  replication,  as  here.  And  it  does  not 
appear  what  the  nature  of  the  action  was:  it  might 
have  been  one  which  the  assignees  could  not  adopt 
-  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Bib- 
bins  V.  Mantel  {b)  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff;  and  the  reporter  there  adds,  *'  Nota^  there  is 
no  case  on  the  point  to  be  found  in  the  books ;  but  the 
statute  21  Joe.  1.  c.  19.  enacts,  that  the  laws  against 
bankrupts  shall  be  in  all  things  largely  and  beneficially 
construed  for  the  relief  of  the  creditors."  Kretchman  v. 
Beyer{c)  is  also  in  the  plaintiff's  favour.  There  the  de- 
fendant below  brought  a  writ  of  error  which  was  duly 
issued,  allowed  and  served ;  the  plaintiff  below  became 
bankrupt;  the  assignees  sued  out  a  scire  facias;  and  this 
Court  quashed  the  sci.  fa.,  saying  ^^  the  assignees  should 
have  gone  on  with  the  writ  of  error  in  the  bankrupt's 
name  till  judgment."  Buller  J.  there  stated  the  rule  to 
be,  '*  that  the  assignees  cannot  make  themselves  parties  to 
the  record  in  any  intermediate  stage  of  the  proceeding, 
but  it  must  be  immediately  after  judgment;  though  an 
interlocutory  judgment  is  sufficient  for  that  purpose." 

(a)  1  Chiit,  Rep.  215. 

(6)  2  WUs,  358.     See  BewU  t.  MarOeU,  2  WUs.  S72. 

(c)  1  T,  n.  463 

Guinness 


StynoVm 
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Guinness  v.  Carroll  (a)  is  a  clear  authority  for  the  plain-        1839. 

tiff.     There  the  action  was  brought  in  the  plaintiff's       

name  on  a  judgment  signed  after  he  became  bankrupt ;        agatnn 
the  defendant  pleaded  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff  and 
assignment  of  his  effects  before  judgment  signed ;  and 
this  Court  held  the  pleas  bad.   The  judgment  was  upon 
a  warrant  of  attorney  to  enter  up  judgment  on  a  bond ; 
and  Lord  Tenterden  said :  ^^  The  assignee  might  avail 
himself  of  the  warrant  of  attorney,  and  enter  up  judg* 
ment  in  the  bankrupt's  name,  or  he  might,  as  assignee, 
sue  in  his  own  name  upon  the  bond.     By  taking  one 
remedy  he  would  waive  the  other ;  and  if  he  did  not 
sue  upon  the  bond,  it  cannot  be  supposed  but  that  he 
meant  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  warrant  of  attorney. 
It  is  immaterial  to  the  defendant  in  which  way  the  debt 
is  recovered."    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.    Suppose  the  in- 
solvent here  were  to  obtain  judgment,  and  the  assignees 
were  then  to  bring  another  action  on  the  same  pro- 
mises.]    The  answer  would  be  that  this   action   was 
under  the  control  of  the  assignees.   [Lord  Denman  C.J. 
The  defendant  does  not  know  that.]     The  same  observ- 
ation might  have  been  made  in  Bibbins  v.  Mantel  {b) 
and  Waugh  v.  Austen  {c).     But  the  defendant  may  as- 
certain the  fact.     He  may  call  on  the  assignees  to  give 
security  for  costs.    The  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  7  G.  4. 
c.  57.)  and  the  bankrupt  acts,  are  not  so  far  analogous 
as  was  suggested  on  the  other  side.     Stat  6  G.  4.  c.  16. 
5. 6S.,  adopted  from  stat  1  Jac.  1.  c.  15.  5.  IS.,  disables 
the  bankrupt,  after  assignment,  from  recovering  or  re- 
leasing any  debt  due  to  him  :  stat.  7  G.  4.  c.  57.  does 
not  go  so  far  in  any  of  its  provisions. 

(a)  iB.tAd.  459.  W  S  WU$.  356. 

(c)  3  T.  R.  487. 

Cromptan, 
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1839.  Crompton,  in  reply.    Kinnear  v.  Tarrant  (a)  did  not 
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at  all  turn  (as  has  been  suggested)  upon  the  state  of  the 
ogohut       cause  as  to  service  of  process.     And  the  observation  on 

SUTTOM* 

that  subject  does  not  apply  to  Minchin  v«  Hafi{b). 
This  last  case  shews  that  the  practice  as  to  security  for 
costs  does  not  affect  the  right  of  a  defendant  to  plead 
the  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff.  It  is  said  that  the  as- 
signees there  had  repudiated  the  action ;  but  that  does 
not  appear.  They  might  have  come  in  and  replied  to 
the  plea  of  bankruptcy,  as  in  the  present  case.  Lord 
Tenterden  did  say,  in  Guinness  v.  Carroll  (c),  that  the  as- 
signee might  proceed  in  the  bankrupt's  name ;  and  no 
doubt  he  might,  but  not  if  a  plea  of  bankruptcy  were 
pleaded.  In  Kinnear  v.  Tarrant  (a)  the  earlier  cases 
now  cited  were  under  consideration,  and,  in  Biggs  v. 
Cox{d)y  Bayley  J.  observes  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  in  Kinnear  v.  Tarrant  (a)  "  corrected  the  former 
decisions  in  which  it  was  held  that  assignees  might  con- 
tinue suits  commenced  by  the  bankrupt,  and  decided 
that  defendants  might  insist  upon  stopping  such  suits 
and  force  the  assignees  to  become  plainti£&,  so  that  it 
might  appear  upon  the  record  to  whom  the  payment 
compelled  by  the  judgment  was  made  "  (He  was  then 
stopped  by  the  Court.) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  this  plea  is  good,  and 
not  answered,  ^xnce,  the  plaintiff  brought  his  action, 
all  his  rights  have  been  transferred  by  the  insolvency ; 
and  the  defendant  is  at  liberty  to  plead  that  fact.  The 
practice  as  to  security  for  costs  leaves  the  right  un- 
touched. 

(a)  UEtut,62'2,  {h)  1  ChUt  iZ^.  815. 

(c)  lB.iAtL  459.  (d)  4J9.  ^  C.  920. 

LlTTLEDALE 
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LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  aothorities  shew  that  an  insol-  1 839. 
solvent  could  not  commence  an  action  after  his  insol- 
vency ;  and,  if  so,  neither  can  he  continue  it.  In  Kiti' 
near  v.  Tarrant  {a)  the  plea  was  clearly  good,  supposing 
the  requisite  steps  to  have  been  taken  for  bringing  a 
scire  facias,  before  the  bankruptcy.  In  Minchin  v. 
Hart  {b)  the  plea  of  bankruptcy  was  held  good ;  and  in 
Bretherton  v.  Osborne  (^),  before  me,  the  sufficiency  of 
such  a  plea  was  not  disputed.  The  plainti£P  has,  by 
taking  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  dis- 
abled himself  from  continuing  the  suit ;  and  that  is  a 
good  defence.  A  distinction  was  suggested  between 
the  insolvent  and  bankrupt  acts :  but  all  the  rights  of 
action  are  transferred  in  the  one  case  as  well  as  the 
other. 

Patteson  J.  The  argument  for  the  plaintiff  proceeds 
on  the  supposition  that  the  practice  of  obliging  ^signees 
to  give  security  for  costs  deprives  a  defendant  of  his 
right  to  plead  the  bankruptcy  or  insolvency.  But  the 
practice  cannot  take  away  the  legal  right  of  pleading 
such  a  defence. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 

(a)  15  fast,  622.  (6)  1  ChUt,  Rep,  215. 

(c)  1  Dou^  P.  C.  457. 
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Friday, 
June  Slit. 

Debt  for  goods 
•old  and  deli- 
▼ered,  money 
had  and  re- 
oeiTed,  and  on 
an  account 
stated.     Plea, 
nil  debet 
(pleaded  before 
Reg.  Gen, 
TWn.  1  rid. 
requiring  the 
words  "  by  "ta- 
tute").  Special 
demurrer. 
Held  that,  since 
the  new  rules  of 
pleading,  the 
plea  could, 
under  no  cir- 
cumstances, be 
good  as  to  the 
last  count;  and 
that,  being 
pleaded  to  the 
whole  dedaT' 
ation,  it  was 
bad  for  the 
whole. 


Calvert  against  Mocgs. 

T^EBT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  and  money  had 
and  received^  and  on  an  account  stated.  Plea^  nil 
debet  (in  the  common  form.)  Demurrer,  assigning  for 
special  cause,  that  the  plea  of  nil  debet  is,  by  the  new 
rules  of  pleading,  not  allowed  in  any  action  (a).  The 
plea  was  pleaded  before  Reg.  Gen.  Trin.  1  Fict.  (i)  re- 
quiring the  words  ^^  By  statute  "  in  the  margin. 

Wigkfmaih  for  the  plaintiff.  The  new  rules  of  plead- 
ing expressly  prohibit  the  plea  of  nil  debet  to  an  action 
of  debt;  and  Smedley  v.  Joyce {c)  shews  that  advantage 
may  be  taken  of  this  objection  upon  demurrer.  \^PaU 
teson  J.  If  it  is  no  plea,  why  not  take  judgment  by 
default?]  It  is  dangerous  to  do  so.  The  plea  may  be 
good  as  to  part  of  the  declaration. 

Peacocki  contra.  The  plea,  if  bad  at  all,  is  only  bad 
by  reason  of  the  late  rules  of  pleading.  The  plaintiff, 
therefore,  ought  to  have  gone  before  a  judge  to  strike 
it  out,  and  not  to  have  demurred.  Upon  summons  he 
might  have  called  on  the  defendant  to  shew  whether  he 
pleaded  nil  debet  by  virtue  of  any  statute.  Earl  Spencer 
V.  Swannell  {d)  shews  that  the  plea  of  nil  debet  is  still 
pleadable  in  some  cases.  If  we  suppose  (as  the  fact  is), 
that  the  defendant  is  a  surveyor  of  highways  sued 
for  the  value  of  materials  taken  by  him  for  repairs  of 

(a)  Keg,  Gen,  HiL  4  W,  4.  Pleadingt  in  Particular  Actiont,  II. 
S  B.  t  M,  Tiii. 

(6)  SA.^B.  279.      (c)  2C,  M.4;  R.  721.       (d)  3  M.  ^  W.  154. 

roads 
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roads  by  virtue  of  sect  51  of  the  Greneral  Highway  Act  18S9. 
5&6  W.^.  c.  50.,  then  he  has  right  to  plead  the  ge- 
neral issue  under  sect  109  of  the  same  act  The  plain- 
Uff  has  waived  the  tort,  and  sues  for  goods  sold,  as  he 
may  do,  if  he  can  prove  his  property  in  the  materials; 
Lee  Vw  Shore  (a),  and  the  judgment  of  Abbott  C.  J.  in 
that  case.  But  such  waiver  will  not  deprive  the  de- 
fendant of  the  benefit  of  the  statute.  [  Wightman.  There 
is  a  count,  on  an  account  stated,  to  which  the  statute 
cannot  possibly  apply.]  It  is  enough,  on  demurrer,  if 
there  be  any  supposable  case,  in  which  the  plea  would 
be  good  by  statute.  Now,  under  sect  111,  the  surveyor 
may  employ  an  attorney  to  defend  prosecutions  against 
the  parish,  and  the  plainti£P  may  be  such  an  attorney, 
and  may  now  be  suing  the  defendant  on  a  settlement  of 
accounts  between  them.  Besides,  the  demurrer  is  too 
large,  for  the  plea  must  be  taken  as  pleaded  separately 
to  each  count.  Now  if  the  plea  be  good  as  to  one, 
the  plaintiff  should  have  demurred  to  it  so  far  only 
as  it  applied  to  the  other ;  Sjyer  v.  Thelwell  (i),  Webb 
v.  Baker  (c). 

Wightman,  in  reply.  The  provision  of  such  a  statute, 
which  gives  the  defendant  the  benefit  of  the  general 
issue,  cannot  apply  to  a  case  like  this.  ILittledale  J. 
referred  to  Irving  v.  Wilson  {d)  and  Grsenway  v. 
IIurd{e).']  An  account  stated,  under  the  circumstances 
suggested,  could  not  be  within  the  protection  of  the  sta- 
tute. The  provisions  respecting  the  laying  of  the  venue, 
and  tendering  amends,  are  inapplicable  to  such  a  state  of 

(a)  I  B.^a  94,  97. 

(6)  S  C.  J/.  4-  R.  692.     S.  C.   Tyrwh.  if  Gr,  191. 

(c)  7  A.4;  E.  841.     See  HartAome  t.  JFatton,  4  New  Co,  178. 

(d)  4  r.  R.  485.  W  4  T.  R.  553. 

things. 
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1889.  things.  The  plea,  being  disallowed  except  in  certain 
_  cases^  is  primfi  facie  bad :  and  tlie  defendant  cannot  be 

ogaitui  allowed  to  support  it  by  suggesting  possible  circum- 
stances,  dehors  the  record,  under  which  the  plea  may  be 
admissible.  There  should  be  some  suggestion,  or  alle- 
gation on  the  record,  to  shew  that  the  defendant  is  avail- 
ing  himself  of  a  statute;  otherwise  a  demurrer  will 
always  be  bad,  where  the  plea  may,  by  possibility,  be  a 
g6od  one.  In  fact  it  will  be  useless  to  demur  at  all  to 
any  plea  of  the  general  issue.  ^Patteson  J.  Suppose  a 
defendant  were  now  to  add  to  such  a  plea  the  words 
<*  by  statute."  How  could  we  deal  with  it  on  demurrer?] 
If  it  were  a  mere  trick,  the  plaintiff  might  go  before  a 
judge  to  make  the  defendant  shew  what  statute  was 
meant.  But  here  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  the 
defendant  relies  on  one  at  all.  At  all  events,  if  the 
count  upon  an  account  stated  be  one  to  which  the  plea 
of  nil  debet  must,  under  any  circumstances,  be  inadmis- 
sible, then  the  plea,  being  pleaded  to  the  whole  declar- 
ation, is  bad. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  An  action  upon  an  accooDt 
stated  could  never  have  been  contemplated  by  the  109th 
section  of  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  56.  Then,  the  plea  being 
pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration,  the  defendant  cannot 
object  that  the  demurrer  goes  to  the  whole  plea. 

LiTTLEDALE,  Patteson,  and  Williams  Js.  con- 
curred. 

Leave  to  amend  the  plea  within  a  week 
on  an  affidavit  of  merits,  otherwise 
S.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Skuse  against  Davis.  ^^'ist. 

'pRESPASS  for  assaulting  and  beating  the  plaintiff.  T«»pM9  for 
Venue,  Surrey.  battery;  piet, 

_,  ,  ,  .If..       that  plaintiff 

Flea,  that  the  trespasses  were  committed  after  the  had  complained 

a  -  .  .  of  the  same 

passmg  of  Stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  31.,  and  amounted  to  no  more  trespass  to  two 
than  a  common  assault  and  battery  within  the  mean-  ^il^^J^^ 
inff  of  that  act;  and  that,  after  the  commission  of  the  ^^l^'  f'^i" . 

°  >  •»  «.  27.,  who  had 

trespasses,  upon  complaint  of  plaintiff  then  made  by  dismissed  the 
him  of  the  said  trespasses,  according  to  the  said  statute,  thereupon  did, 
defendant  was  summoned  and  appeared  before  G*0.  the  said  sutute, 
and  A.  O.,  then  being  justices  of  the  peace,  &c.  in  and  out  a  certi™^  ^ 
for  the  county  of  Surrey ;  and  thereupon  the  said  &c.,  J^i^rt'ofwich 
so  being  such  justices,  did  then  dismiss  the  said  com-  ^g^JI^***  *°^ 
plaint  upon  the  hearing  thereof,- and  thereupon  did  then,  defendant, 
according  to  the  said  statute,  forthwith  make  out  a  cer-  fendant  was 
tificate  under  their  hands,  stating  the  facts  (a)  of  such   Held,  on  sp». 
dismissal,  and  did  then  deliver  such  certificate  to  the  that  Uie  piea'^' 
defendant ;  whereby,  and  by  force  of  the  statute,  defend-  ^Sewing  xhJt^^ 
ant  became,  and  still  is,  released  from  this  action  so  ^j^^*^^ 
far  as  relates  to  the  said  trespasses,  &c.     Verification.      missed  upon 

^  one  of  the 

Demurrer,  for  that  it  did  not  appear  on  what  ground  grounds  spe- 

cified  in  sect. 

the  complaint  was  dismissed ;  whether  because  the  assault  S7. ;  and, 
was  not  proved,  or  was  justified,  or  was  so  trifling  as  tificate  itself 
not  to  deserve  punishment ;  or  because  the  justices  had  2?gJound  of 
no  jurisdiction.     That  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  did  ^'•™*»"^- 
not  appear  in  the  plea,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  trespasses  were  committed  in  Surrey.     That  it 
did  not  appear  that  plaintiff  caused  defendant  to  be 

(a)  See  post,  p.  638.  note  (a). 

Vol.  X.  U  u  summoned 
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1839.  summoned  before  the  justices,  or  that  defendant  was 
summoned  before  them.    That  it  was  not  positively 

againat  stated,  but  Only  by  way  of  argument  and  inference,  that 
the  justices  had  heard  the  complmnt,  or  heard  or  ex- 
amined the  plaintiff,  or  witnesses  in  his  behalf.  That 
the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  certificate  ought  to  have 
been  set  out,  whereby  the  Court  might  judge  of  the 
sufficiency  of  it  to  bar  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  facts 
of  such  dismissal,  alleged  to  have  been  stated  in  the 
certificate,  ought  to  have  bieen  set  forth. 

ByleSj  for  the  plaintiff.  The  plea  ought  to  have  set 
forth  the  tenor  or  effect  of  the  certificate,  so  as  to  shew 
upon  what  grounds  the  complaint  was  dismissed;  for 
it  is  only  a  bar  when  dismissed  on  certain  grounds. 
Sect.  27  bf  Stat  9  G.  4.  c.  31.  provides  that  where  com- 
plaint is  made  before  two  justices  of  a  common  assault 
or  battery,  *<  if  the  justices,  upon  the  hearing  of  any 
such  case  of  assault  or  battery,  shall  deem  the  ofience 
not  to  be  proved,  or  shall  find  the  assault  or  battery 
to  have  been  justified,  or  so  trifling  as  not  to  merit 
any  punishment,  and  shall  accordingly  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint, they  shall  forthwith  make  out  a  certificate  under 
their  hands  stating  the  fact  of  such  dismissal,  and  shall 
deliver  such  certificate  to  the  party  against  whom  the 
complaint  was  preferred.''  Sect.  28  enacts  that  any 
person  who  obtains  such  certificate,  or,  being  convfcted, 
shall  have  paid  the  fine  or  suffered  the  imprisonment 
awarded  for  non-payment,  shall  be  released  from  all 
further  proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  for  the  same 
cause.  Sect.  29  provides  th^t  in  case  the  justices  shall 
find  the  assault  or  battery  to  have  been  accompanied  by 
an  attempt  to  commit  felony,  or  shall  be  of  opinion  that 

it 
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it  is  a  fit  subject  for  an  indictment,  they  shall  abstain  1889. 
from  any  adjudication  thereapon,  and  shall  deal  with 
the  case  as  before  the  passing  of  the  act ;  and  there  is  a  ^amtt 
further  proviso  that  the  act  shall  not  authorise  justices 
to  hear  and  determine  a  case  in  which  any  question  shall 
arise  as  to  title  to  lands,  &c.,  or  as  to  bankruptcy  or 
insolvency,  or  execution  under  process.  Hence  it 
appears  that  a  certificate  is  no  defence  unless  in  the  case 
of  dismissal  upon  one  of  the  three  grounds  mentioned 
in  sect  27,  viz.,  want  of  proof;  a  justification ;  or  the 
trifling  nature  of  the  offence.  Here  no  such  grounds 
are  stated  in  the  plea,  or  alleged  to  have  been  set  forth 
in  the  certificate.  The  complaint  may  have  been  dis- 
missed on  one  of  the  grounds  referred  to  in  sect  29. 
[Paiteson  J.  The  justices  are  not  to  give  a  certificate  in 
cases  within  sect  29.  •  Your  argument,  therefore,  sup- 
poses that  they  have  acted  irregularly  in  this  respect.] 
Nothing  is  to  be  presumed  in  support  of  the  acts  of  an 
inferior  jurisdiction.  [He  then  argued  that  the  plea 
should  have  shewn  the  offence  complained  of  to  have 
been  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  of 
the  county  of  Surrey;  and  he  cited  Helier  y.  Hundred 
de  Benhurst  (a),  2  Hale  P.  C.  50,  51,  and  5  &  6  fV.  4.. 
e.  19.  5.  38.  Upon  that  point  it  became  unnecessary 
to  give  any  judgment;  but  the  Court  intimated  an 
opinion,  that  as  the  venue  was  laid  in  Surrey y  and 
the  justices  were  alleged  in  the  plea  to  have  been 
justices  for  that  county,  it  must  be  presumed  that  the 
assault  was  committed  within  their  jurisdiction ;  and 
that,  at  all  events,  they  were  the  justices  before  whom 
the  plaintiff  had  chosen  to  make  his  complaint] 

(a)   Cro,  Car,  811. 

U  u  2  M.  Chambers^ 


Davis. 
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18S9.  M,  Chambers^  contra.     The  plea  exactly  follows  the 

words  of  the  act.     Though   it  requires   a  certificate 

agttimt  Stating  "  the^a^  of  such  dismissal/'  it  does  not  require 
i\ie  ftzcts  {a)  to  be  stated,  upon  which  the  dismissal  was 
founded.  Where  a  statute  requires  notice  of  an  appeal, 
general  notice  is  sufficient^  unless  the  statute  also  re^ 
quires  the  cause  or  ground  to  be  specified.  The  cer- 
tificate is  alleged  to  have  been  made  <*  according  to  the 
statute/'  that  is,  legally  and  regularly;  and  the  codh 
plaint  is  also  stated  to  have  been  so  made ;  it  is,  there- 
fore, to  be  presumed  that  all  was  regular,  and  that  the 
case  was  one  in  which  a  certificate  was  proper.  The 
rule  *^  omnia  prssumuntur  rite  acta "  applies,  and  the 
intendment  roust  be  in  favour  of  the  justices  who  gave 
this  certificate.  If  the  dismissal  took  place  on  any  of 
the  grounds  mentioned  in  sect.  29,  or  for  want  of  juris- 
diction, the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  stated  that  in  a 
replication.  But,  in  fact,  no  certificate  at  all  would 
be  gran  table  in  those  cases.  Credit  must  be  given  to 
the  justices  for  the  regularity  of  their  acts,  for  they  do 
not  constitute  what  is  usually  called  an  inferior  court, 
but  a  tribunal  of  a  special  nature,  established  by  statute 
for  certain  purposes. 

ByleSj  in  reply.  The  words  "  such  dismissal "  mean 
a  dismissal  under  the  special  circumstances  particu- 
larised by  the  statute.  The  certificate,  therefore,  ought 
to  specify  the  circumstances,  otherwise  the  party  has  no 
means  of  knowing  whether  it  is,  or  is  not,  a  bar  to  further 
proceedings;  for  the  justices  are  not  bound  to  assign 
reasons  for  their  judgment  upon  a  complaint     If  the 

(a)  The  word  used  in  the  plea  was  "faeUi"  but  this  was  stetcd  by 
the  defendant's  counsel  to  be  a  mistake  for  *'yacl." 

certificate 
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certificate  does  not  state  the  ground  of  dismissal,  neither  1839. 

plaintiff  nor  defendant  can  tell  the  effect  of  it,  or  whe-  

t  Ssot* 

tber  it  be  a  legal  certificate  or  not.  agamsi 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  defendant  does  not  bring 
himself  within  the  protection  of  the  statute,  unless  he 
shews  the  certificate  to  be  legal  and  regular.  The 
statute  directs  the  justices  to  grant  a  certificate  upon  a 
dismissal  in  three  cases  only.  Unless  it  be  granted 
upon  one  of  the  grounds  specified  in  the  act,  it  is  in* 
effectual ;  therefore  it  ought  to  shew  the  ground  upon 
which  it  is  given,  otherwise  neither  party  can  know 
whether  it  is  a  bar  or  not. 

Patteson  J.  (a).  I  was  at  first  inclined  to  think  that 
the  legal  presumption  in  favour  of  the  acts  of  the  justices 
was  sufficient  to  support  the  plea.  But,  upon  consider- 
ation, I  think  we  are  bound  to  give  some  effect  to  the 
word  "  such.''  *'  Such  dismissal ''  must  mean  a  dismissal 
on  one  of  the  grounds  mentioned  in  sect.  27 ;  and  the 
certificate  ought,  therefore,  to  state  that  the  complaint 
had  been  dismissed  upon  one  of  those  grounds. 

WiLUAMs  J.  In  the  case  of  justices  of  the  peace, 
their  acts  cannot  be  presumed  to  be  legal  and  regular 
until  their  jurisdiction  is  shewn.  There  are  only  three 
cases  in  which  their  certificate  will  have  the  effect  of 
protecting  the  defendant  from  an  action ;  it  ought,  there- 
fore, to  appear  to  have  been  given  on  one  of  those  three 
occasions. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  LUtUdale  J.  wm  abienU 

U  u  S  M.  Chamhei^s 


Davis. 
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M.  Chambers  then  asked  leave  to  amend,  but 

.  Per  Curiam.    We  never  allow  an  amendment  after 
argument 
S. 


Jun«,  2  iBt 


Stat.  57  G,  S. 
c.  93.  regulating 
the  costs  of  dis- 
tresses for  rent 
not  exceeding 
90Lt  has  not 
repealed  the 
provisions  of 

aest.  1.  c.5.t 
so  as  to  make 
an  appraise- 
ment by  one 
broker  suf- 
ficient upon 
such  distress. 


Allen  against  Flicker  and  Another. 

/^  AS£  for  distraining  goods  of  the  plaintiff  for  rent  in 
arrear,  and  selling  them  without  having  the  same 
previously  appraised  by  two  sworn  appraisers,  contrary 
to  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c. 

Plea,  that  the  arrears  of  rent  so  distrained  for  at  the 
time  of  the  distress  amounted  to  less  than  20L^  to  wit, 
1/.  135.  6d.  only;  wherefore  defendant  did  not  cause  the 
said  goods  to  be  appraised  by  two  sworn  appraisers. 
Verification. 

Demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  that  the  plea  at- 
tempted to  raise  an  immaterial  issue,  namely,  that  the 
arrears  of  rent  were  under  20/. ;  that  the  fact  of  the 
arrears  not  exceeding  20Z.  was  no  defence ;  and  that  the 
plea  amounted  to  a  plea  of  not  guilty.     Joinder. 


Heaton  for  the  plaintiff.  The  principal  question  is, 
whether  stat.  2  W.  S^  M.  sess.  1.  c.  5.  s.  2.,  which  re- 
quires two  sworn  appraisers  to  value  goods  distrained, 
is  repealed  as  to  distresses  for  rent  not  exceeding  M 
by  Stat.  57  G.  S.  c.  93.  The  last  statute  enacts  that 
no  person  making  a  distress  for  such  rent,  nor  any 
person  employed  in  making  it,  or  doing  any  act  in  the 
course  of  such  distress,  shall  receive  out  of  the  produce^ 
or  from  the  tenant,  or  landlord,  or  from  any  other  per- 

spn, 
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son,  any  more  costs  and  charges  for  such  distress  or       18S9« 
other  matter,  than  sach  as  is  fixed  and  set  forth  *Mn       T 
the  schedule  hereunto  annexed/'    The  schedule  fixes      jgotna 
6eL  in  the  pound  for  the  appraisement,  *<  whether  by  one 
broker  or  more."    Fletcher  v.  Saunders  {a)  will  be  relied 
upon  to  shew  that  one  broker  is  enough.     But  Bishop 
V.  Bryant  (i),  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  is  to  the  contrary. 
The  schedule  is  no  part  of  the  act  itself,  but  only  an- 
nexed to  it,  and  is,  moreover,  not  inconsistent  with  the 
first  act;  for  a  single  broker,  or  even  no  broker  at  all, 
may  be  employed  by  consent 

CyMaUei/f  contrk.  The  last  act  is  an  extension  of 
the  powers  of  the  first  for  the  benefit  of  both  parties, 
and  in  reduction  of  the  expense  of  distresses.  IPat" 
teson  J.  The  tenant  will  only  have  to  pay  QdL  in  the 
pound,  whatever  be  the  number  of  brokers.  It  is,  there- 
fore, no  benefit  to  the  tenant,  but  to  the  landlord,  that 
one  only  should  be  employed.]  The  schedule,  which 
is  engrafted  on  the  act,  evidently  contemplates  the  em- 
ployment of  one  broker,  and  can  hardly  be  construed 
to  refer  to  a  case  of  irregular  appraisement  by  consent, 
where  parties  are  in  a  condition  to  arrange  both  the 
number  of  appraisers  and  expense  of  valuation.  Fletcher 
V.  Saunders  (a)  is  in  point,  and  was  not  questioned  by 
any  motion  before  the  Court  above. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  is  clear  to  me  that  the  act  of 
2  JV.  &  M.  C.5.  is  in  full  force.  The  schedule  of 
57  G.  S.  c.  9S.  probably  refers  to  the  case  of  the  em- 
ployment of  a  single  appraiser  by  consent;  but,  at  nil 

(a)  1  Moo.  i  R,  375.  (6)  6  C.  &  P.  484. 

U  u  ♦  events, 
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events,  it  is  too  loosely  worded  to  operate  as  a  repeal  of 
the  former  act. 

Pattesok  J.  (a).  It  is  possible  that  the  latter  act 
may  have  been  framed  with  the  object  ascribed  to  it, 
of  relieving  parties  from  the  expence  of  two  brokers; 
but  it  would  be  giving  too  much  effect  to  the  loose  words 
in  the  schedule,  if  we  were  to  decide  that  tbey  bad 
repealed  the  positive  directions  of  the  preceding  act. 
It  might  as  well  be  argued  that  none  but  brokers  can 
now  be  employed  to  appraise  the  goods  distrained,  be- 
cause none  but  brokers  are  named  in  the  same  schedule. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 


S. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


(a)  Utiledale  J.  was  absent, 


Fridcttff 
June  21  St. 


Francis  against  Baker. 


Assumpsit  for     TNDEBITATUS  assumpsit  for  money  paid  for  the 

money  paid.  -*• 

Plea,  that  the 
money  was  paid 
by  plaintiff*  as 
agent  for  de- 
fendant in  the 
purchase  of 
railway  shares; 
that  plaintiff 
thereupon  re- 
ceived certi- 
ficates of  the 
title  of  said 
shares,  and 
ought  to  have 
delivered  them 
to  defendant, 
but  refused  to 

do  so,  and  afterwards  wrongfully  converted  them  to  his  own  use,  whereby  the  shares  and 
certificates  became  lost  to  defendant :  Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  either 
amounted  to  the  general  issue,  or  alleged  matter  that  was  no  aroidance  of  the  contnct,  but 
only  ground  of  a  cross  action. 

his 


use  of  defendant  at  his  request.  Plea,  as  to  100/. 
parcel  &c.,  that  the  same  was  money  paid  in  and  for 
the  purchase  of  certain  railway  shares  by  plaintiff  as 
agent  for  defendant ;  and  that  plaintiff,  after  such  pay- 
ment, had  thereupon  delivered  to  him  as  such  agent, 
and  received  as  such  agent,  the  certificates  of  title  of  the 
said  shares  for  defendant,  and  ought,  as  such  agent,  to 
have  delivered  the  same  to  defendant,  in  order  that  de- 
fendant might  have  sold  and  disposed  of  the  shares  to 
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his  own  use  and  benefit;  but  that  plaintiff  refused  so  1839. 
to  do ;  and  after  the  said  payment  for  such  shares,  and 
before  the  conunencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  8lc^ 
wrongfully  and  in  breach  of  his  duty  as  such  agent, 
converted  the  certificates  to  his  own  use,  whereby  the 
said  shares  and  certificates  became  lost  to  defendant* 
Verification. 

Demurrer,  for  that  the  plea  amounted  to  the  general 
issue ;  that  it  admitted  100/.  payable  to  plaintiff  on  re- 
quest, and  that  a  breach  of  duty  in  a  separate  trans- 
action was  no  satisfaction ;  that  if  the  delivery  of  the 
4»rtificate  was  a  condition  precedent,  then  100/.  did  not 
become  payable  on  request;  that  the  plea  was  an  ar- 
gumentative denial  that  it  was  so  payable,  and,  as  such, 
amounted  to  the  general  issue ;  that  defendant's  liability 
to  pay  could  not  be  discharged  by  a  subsequent  wrong- 
ful conversion  by  plaintiff,  not  proceeding  from  any 
fraud  committed  in  the  original  accruing  of  the  debt ; 
that  plaintiff  had  a  right  of  action,  if  he  acted  legally 
and  bona  fide  in  making  the  payment,  which  was  to  be 
presumed;  that  the  plea  should  have  stated  that  the 
shares  were  of  some,  and  of  what  value,  and  that  de- 
fendant was  damnified;  that  it  both  denied  the  debt  and 
also  avoided  it  by  a  discharge,  &c    Joinder. 

There  was  another  plea,  differing  in  some  respects 
firom  the  above,  to  which  the  plaintiff  had  also  de- 
murred ;  but  as  it  was  admitted  in  argument  diat  the 
decision  of  the  Court  must  be  the  same  on  both,  this 
part  of  the  pleadings  has  been  omitted. 

Channellt  for  the  plaintiff.  The  plea  either  is  an 
argumentative  denial  that  the  money  was  paid  under 
circumstances  ta  enable  the  plaintiff  to  sue  for  it,  and 

therefore 
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FftAWCU 

agakut 
Basba. 


18S9*  therefore  amounts  to  the  general  issue;  or  is  pleaded 
in  confession  and  avoidance,  in  which  case  it  admits 
the  money  to  have  been  paid,  yet  shews  no  discharge  or 
avoidance.  It  admits  a  payment  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
purchase  money  of  shares  belonging  to  the  defendant, 
and  sets  up  a  conversion  of  the  certificates  as  an  excuse 
for  refusing  to  repay  the  plaintiff.  If  it  means  that  the 
defendant  has  received  no  benefit  firom  the 'purchase  of 
the  shares,  this  is  a  defence  under  non  assumpsit ;  Comifis 
v.  Paddon  (a).  If  it  means  that  the  plaintiff  has  impro- 
perly detained  the  certificates,  this  is  only  matter  for  a 
cross  action.  The  plea  was  probably  framed  to  invite 
a  replication  of  de  injuria,  which  would  have  been  bad  if 
the  plea  amounts  to  the  general  issue;  Parker  v.  Riley  {b). 

Wightman^  contra.  This  is  a  plea  in  confession  and 
avoidance.  It  admits  a  payment  for  the  defendant's  use 
at  his  request,  but  states  matter  ex  post  facto  to  shew 
that  jthe  payment  has  become  useless  by  reason  of  the 
detention  of  the  certificates.  It  is  not  denied  that  the 
payment  was  originally  of  value  to  the  defendant; 
but  it  is  contended  that  he  cannot  he  called  upon 
to  pay  for  that  which  the  plaintiff  will  not  deliver  to 
him.  Suppose  the  plaintiff  bought  a  horse  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  shot  it  as  soon  as  the  purchase-money  was 
paid,  could  he  sue  the  defendant  for  money  paid  ?  It 
would  be  a  great  injustice  to  put  the  defendant  to  the 
circuitous  remedy  of  an  action  of  trover  under  such 
circumstances.  Fisher  v.  Samuda  {c)  is,  in  principle,  in 
favour  of  the  plea.    In  Cole  v.  Le  Souef(d)j  in  an  action 

(a)  %C.M.iB.  547.  (6)  SU.^W.  2Sa         (c)  1  Camp.  190. 

(d)  5  DowL  P.  C  41.     Tlie  plea  waa  pleaded  to  a  count  upon  an 
account  stated,  aa  well  aa  money  paid. 

for 
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for  money  paid,  the  Court  of  C.  P.  inclined  to  the  opi- 
nion that  a  special  plea,  stating  that  the  insurances, 
effected  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  were  invalid 
through  the  plaintiff's  negligence,  was  good  on  special 
demurrer. 


64,6 


1889. 


Lord  Dknman  C.  J.  The  dilemma  is  not  to  be  got 
rid  of.  The  plea  either  denies  the  payment  under  cir- 
cumstances to  give  any  cause  of  action,  and  therefore 
amounts  to  the  general  issue ;  or  it  confesses,  and  seeks 
to  avoid  it,  by  subsequent  matter,  which  is  only  ground 
of  a  cross  action.  In  fact,  the  plea  does  not  avoid  the 
contract  at  all.  The  damages  arising  from  the  deten- 
tion of  the  certificates  may  be  greater  or  less  than  the 
amount  of  the  purchase-money. 

Patteson  J.  (a).  The  plea  is  a  novelty,  not  in  its 
facts,  but  in  its  principle ;  and  no  sufficient  authority  has 
been  adduced  to  support  it.  In  Ode  v.  Le  Souef{b)  there 
was  no  decision ;  but  I  incline  to  think  that  the  plea  in 
that  case  amounted  to  non  assumpsit.  There,  however, 
the  policies  were  never  of  any  value  to  the  defendant ; 
here  the  shares  vested  in  the  defendant,  and  were,  at 
least,  of  value  till  the  subsequent  conversion  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  conversion  of  the  certificates  was  either 
ground  of  an  action  of  trover,  or,  perhaps,  of  a  set-off. 


Williams  J.  Many  matters  may  now  be  shewn  or 
pleaded  as  a  defence,  which  were  formerly  considered 
only  the  subjects  of  a  cross  action ;  but  in  all  those  cases 
the  defence  arises  out  of  the  terms  of  the  very  contract 
upon  which  the  pluntiff  sues.     Here  the  subject  of  the 


(a)  LUtledale  J.  wu  absent. 


(6)  SDcwL  P.  C4l. 

plea 
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plea  is  matter  subsequent  to,  and  dehors,  the  contract, 
and  is  merely  tortious* 

S.  Judgment  for  the  plainUfT. 


Barrt  against  Arnaud* 
A  collector  of    ^HE  following  case  was  stated  by  consent,  under  a 

customs,  ap-         JL 

pointed  bjthe  Judge's  order,  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 

This  action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  a  merchant  of 
London^  against  the  defendant,  who  was  the  collector  of 
his  late  Majesty's  customs,  and  employed  in  the  said 

wT  doro'^iuiJ*  ^^^y  ^^  collector  by  the  order  and  with  the  concurrence 
of  the  commissioners  of  his  said  late  Majesty's  customs 
for  the  port  of  Liverpool^  for  refusing,  on  the  6th  day  of 
August  1836,  to  accept  from  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
144/.  12^.  8(f.,  the  same  then  being  (as  the  plaintiff 
alleges)  the  full  amount  of  the  customs  duty  then  due 
and  payable  to  our  lord  the  late  King  upon  the  delivery 
for  home  consumption  of  certain  foreign  goods,  to  wit 
38,569  pounds'  weight  of  unmanufactured  tobacco,  then 
being  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  which  had  before 
then  been  brought  or  come  into  the  United  Kingdom^ 
and  were  then  deposited  in  certain  warehouses  at  Uver^ 
pool^  and  for  refusing  to  sign  a  bill  of  entry  of  the  said 
tobacco  upon  the  due  payment  of  the  said  sum,  where- 

office;  as  for 

fefuiing  to  sign  such  bill  of  entry  without  payment  of  an  excessive  duty. 

The  term  "  wreck  "  in  stat.  S  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  52.  a.  50.  is  not  necessarily  limited  to  goods 
which  become  forfeit  to  the  Crown  or  its  grantee  by  not  being  claimed  within  a  year  and 
a  da  J,  according  to  sUt.  9fettmintter  i,  (SEd.\,  c.  4.). 

Goods  were  imported  into  this  country,  warehoused,  entered  for  exportation,  and  shipped 
for  Belgium :  the  vessel  was  lost  within  Uie  English  port,  and  the  goods,  being  partly  thrown 
upon  the  shore,  and  partly  found  floating  on  the  sea  and  landed,  were  conveyed  to  the 
warehouse. of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  and  immediately  claimed  by  the  owner.  Held,  that 
they  were  chargeable  with  duty  as  **  wreck,  brought  or  coming  into  the  United  Kingdom," 
within  slat.  S  ^  4  IT.  4.  c.  5S.  J.  50. 

by 


oomnussioneri 
under  stat. 
3^  4  IF.  4. 
c.  51.  J.  6.,  to 
collect  duties 
on  articles 


on  payment, 
sign  bills  of 
entry  which, 
by  sect  18,  are 
a  warrant  for 
delivery  of  such 
articles  to  the 

PMtJ  i»y»ng» 

is  not  a  mere 
servant  of  the 
commissioners, 
but  a  substan- 
tive and  im- 
mediate officer 
of  the  Crown  ; 
and  his  func- 
tions, as  col- 
lector, are 
ministerial. 
Therefore,  he 
is  liable  in  an 
action  for  non- 
feasance in  tlie 
exercise  of  his 
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by  the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  obtaining  the  de-        1889. 
livery  of  the  said  tobacco  from  the  said  warehouse,  and       r 
from  selling  and  disposing  thereof  to  great  advantage :        agahut 
and,  the  defendant  having  pleaded  Not  Guilty^  and  issue 
•having  been  joined  thereon,  the  parties  have  agreed  to 
the  following  case. 

In  or  about  March  ISSG,  the  tobacco  in  question 
amounted  to  38,569  pounds'  weight,  having  been,  to- 
gether with  a  certain  other  quantity  of  the  same,  now 
lost,  imported  into  Great  Britain  from  the  place  of  its 
growth,  and  warehoused  in  certain  warehouses  at  Liver* 
pool^  in  the  county  of  Lancaster^  being  then  the  property 
of  W.  &  J.  Brown  &  Co. ;  was  duly  entered  for  export- 
ation from  the  port  of  Liverpool  by  Joseph  Johnstone^ 
consigned  to  J.  ParsweU  Pilgrim  Esquire  at  Antwerp^  in 
the  kingdom  of  Belgium^  and  then  shipped  on  board  a 
ship  called  the  London  Packet^  bound  for  Antwerp;  with 
which  tobacco  the  said  ship  sailed  on  the  said  intended 
voyage :  but,  shortly  after  leaving  Liverpool^  viz.  on  or 
about  the  29th  day  of  the  said  month  of  March^  the 
said  ship,  afler  she  got  out^of  the  limits  of  the  port  of 
Liverpool^  met  with  contrary  winds  and  bad  weather,  and 
was  thereby  forced  and  compelled  to  re-enter  the  limits 
of  the  said  port,  when  and  where  she  struck  on  certain 
sands  in  the  IriA  sea  within  the  said  limits,  and  was 
broken  to  pieces  and  became  a  total  wreck,  and  all  per- 
sons on  board  were  drowned ;  but  the  tobacco  in  ques- 
tion, which  formed  part  of  the  said  ship's  cargo,  was 
saved;  that  is  to  say,  some  of  it  was  found  floating  on  the 
«ea,  and  the  remainder  was  thrown  on  the  shore  of  the 
English  coast  by  the  sea,  and  was  conveyed  to  the 
warehouse  of  Mr.  Atherton  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
into  which    the  said  tobacco  was    brought   or  came 

as 
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1889.  as  aforesaid;  and  the  said  tobacco  was  afterwards  con- 
veyed to  a  certain  warehouse  at  Liverpool^  where  it  was 
sold  on  the  I2th  day  of  April  1836,  by  the  order  of  the 
said  Joieph  Johnstone^  with  the  consent  of  the  proper 
oflBcers  of  his  said  late  Majesty's  customs  in  that  behalf: 
and  the  proceeds  were  applied,  first  to  the  payment  of 
salvage  and  other  usual  charges,  and  then  to  the  benefit 
and  partial  relief  of  the  underwriters,  who  had  insured 
the  same  against  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea;  and  the  plain- 
tiff, being  the  highest  bidder  for  It,  became  the  purchaser 
of  the  same. 

Unmanufactured  tobacco  was,  on  the  6th  day  of  August 
1886,  subject  to  a  duty  of  customs  on  importation  into 
the  United  Kingdom  of  85.  per  pound ;  but  on  that  day 
the  tobacco  in  question  had,  by  the  absorption  of  sea 
water,  increased  in  weight  in  the  proportion  of  60  per 
cent.  In  consequence  of  the  damage  it  had  thereby 
sustained  under  the  circumstances  hereinbefore  detailed, 
it  could  not  be  sold  for  a  sum  amounting  to  Ss.  per 
pound  on  its  then  weight,  and  was  not  in  fact  worth 
more  than  a  total  sum  of  2892/.  185.  6d. 

By  Stat  8  &  4  JV.  4.  c.  52.  s.  50.  it  is  enacted,  <*  that 
all  foreign  goods,  derelict,  jetsam,  flotsam,  ^nd  wreck, 
brought  or  coming  into  the  United  Kingdom  or  into 
the  IsleofMafij  shall  at  all  times  be  subject  to  the  same 
duties  as  goods  of  the  like  kind  imported  into  the  United 
Kingdom  refspectivelyare  subject  to:" (a)  '* Provided  also, 

that 

(a)  The  words  immediately  following  are :  **  Provided  always,  that 
if,  for  ascertaining  the  proper  amount  of  duty  so  payable,  any  question 
shall  arise  as  to  the  origin  of  any  such  goods,  the  same  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  of  the  growth,  produce,  or  manufacture  of  such  country  or  place  as  the 
commissioners  of  his  Majesty's  customs  shall  upon  inyestigation  by  tbem 
determine:   Provided  also^  that  if  any  such  goods  be  of  such  sorts  as  are 

entitled 
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B4ftBT 

agamd 

AftVAVS. 


that  all  such  goods  as  cannot  be  sold  for  the  amount  of        1839. 

duty  due  thereon  shall  be  delivered  over  to  the  lord  of 

the  manor  or  other  person  entitled  to  receive  the  same, 

and  shall  be  deemed  to  be  unenumerated  goods  {a)  J* 

And  by  stat.  8  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  56.,  schedule  ''  Inwards,'' 

unenumerated  goods,  unmanufiictured,  are  subject  only 

to  an  ad  valorem  duty  of  5L  for  every  lOOL  of  the  value* 

The  defendant  was,  at  the  time  of  the  tender  herein- 
after mentioned,  the  collector  of  hb  late  Majesty's  cus- 
toms for  the  port  of  Liverpool,  and  employed  in  the 
said  duty  of  collector  by  the  order  and  with  the  con- 
currence of  the  Commissioners  of  his  said  Majes^'s  cus- 
toms. His  duty  was  to  collect  the  proper  amount  of 
duty  on  each  article  for  which  an  entry  was  tendered, 
and,  upon  such  duty  being  paid,  to  sign  a  bill  of  entry 
acknowledging  the  receipt,  and  which  then  became  a 
warrant  authorising  the  delivery  of  such  article  from 
the  charge  of  the  proper  officers.  He  had  not,  accord- 
ing to  the  proper  course  of  his  office,  the  actual  custody 
of,  or  controul  over,  the  articles  upon  which  the  duty 
was  payable,  nor  had  he  in  fact  the  actual  custody'of, 
or  controul  over,  the  tobacco  in  question ;  except  that 
the  officers  who  had  such  actual  custody  and  controul 
might  not  deliver  the  article  to  the  owner  without  such 
bill  of  entry  being  so  signed. 

On  the  6th  day  oF  August  18S6,  the  plaintiff  tendered 
to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  144/.  125.  Sd.,  as  and  for 
the  customs  duty  due  on  the  said  tobacco  on  its  being 


entitled  to  allowance  for  damage,  sach  aUowaoce  aball  be  made  under 
such  regulations  and  conditions  as  the  said  commissioners  shall  from  time 
to  time  direct :  Prorided  also,  that  all  such  goods  as  cannot "  &c. 
(a)  •<  And  shall  be  liable  to  and  be  charged  with  duty  accordingly.** 


entered 
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1889*       entered  for  home  consumptioD,  being  at  and  after  the 
r  rate  of  5L  for  every  lOOt  of  the  value  of  the  said  to- 

agahut  baccoy  and  tendered  to  the  defendant  the  usual  bill  of 
entry  for  the  signature  of  the  defendant,  with  two  dupli* 
cates  of  the  said  bill  of  entry  duly  made  and  written,  at 
the  same  time  offering  to  deliver  to  the  defendant  as 
many  more  duplicates  of  the  same  as  he  should  require; 
when  the  defendant  refused  to  accept  the  said  sum  of 
144/.  12^.  8^  in  discharge  of  the  customs  duties  due 
and  payable  in  respect  of  the  said  tobacco,  and  also  re- 
fused to  sign  the  said  bill  of  entry  acknowledging  the 
receipt,  without  which  signature  the  officer  having 
the  custody  of  the  tobacco  could  not  deliver  it  to  the 
plaintiff* 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are:  1. 
Whether  the  tender  was  sufficient :  and,  if  so,  then,  2. 
Whether  the  defendant  is  liable  to  this  action  under 
the  above  circumstances.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  in  the  affirmative  on  both  the  questions,  then 
judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  damages 
laid  in  the  declaration  to  secure  the  delivery  of  the 
said  tobacco  to  the  plaintiff,  on  payment  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  Crown  of  the  said  sum  of  144/.  I2s»  Sd» ;  and  also 
to  secure  the  paynient  of  costs  and  of  such  further  sum 
for  damages  as  shall  or  may  be  awarded  to  the  plain- 
tiff by  &c.  [The  case  then  named  an  arbitrator].  But 
if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative  on  either 
question,  then  the  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  de- 
fendant with  costs. 

The  case  was  argued  in  last  Easter  term  (a). 

(a)  JprU  36th,  18S9.     BefoK  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUlledak^  PaUe- 
jo»»  and  Coleridge  Js. 

CAanruU, 


AftNAUD. 
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ChatmeUy  for  the  plaintiff.  First,  the  tender  was  1839. 
proper.  The  goods,  if  imported,  would  have  been 
subject  to  a  duty  of  Ss,  per  pound ;  and  the  attempt  is  againit 
to  claim  that.  If  they  were  wreck,  they  fall  within 
Stat.  S  &  4  ^.  4.  <:.  52.  5.  50.,  by  which  foreign  goods^ 
derelict,  jetsam,  flotsam,  and  wreck,  are  subjected  to 
the  same  duties  as  goods  of  tlie  like  kind  imported,  but 
with  the  proviso  that,  when  they  cannot  be  sold  for  the 
amount  of  duty,  they  shall  be  deemed  ^^  unenumerated 
goods;*'  and  these,  by  stat.  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  5S,  Schedule^ 
entitled  ^^  Duties  of  customs  inwards,"  are  subject  only 
to  the  duty  of  5L  for  every  100^  of  the  value.  The 
tobacco  in  question  was  wreck,  and  could  not  be  sold 
for  the  amount  of  the  duty  on  imported  goods ;  and  5/. 
for  every  100/.  of  the  value  was  tendered. 

It  will  be  contended  that  the  tobacco  was  not  wreck ; 
and  it  certainly  was  not  so  in  the  more  strict  sense, 
which  applies  to  goods  becoming  the  absolute  property 
of  the  crown  by  non-claim  within  a  year  and  a  day, 
under  stat  Westminster  1.,  3  Ed.  1.  c.  4.  But  the  term 
has  a  larger  sense,  in  which  it  signifies  all  goods  cast 
on  shore  by  the  sea  from  a  vessel  suffering  shipwreck ; 
and  this  is  its  meaning  in  stat.  3  &  4  W,  4.  c.  52.  5.  50. 
This  subject,  and  the  authorities  upon  it,  were  discussed 
in  TheBailijgfsj  SfC.^  rf  Dunxxnch  v.  Sierty{a)j  where  the 
two  meanings  now  pointed  out  were  insisted  upon  at 
the  bar,  and,  in  effect,  recognized  by  the  Court,  it 
being  held  that  the  grantee  of  "  wrecks  of  the  sea"  had, 
as  such,  a  special  property  in  goods  washed  on  shore 
from  a  shipwrecked  vessel,  before  the  lapse  of  a  year 
and  a  day  (within  which  time  the  owner  claimed),  and 

(a)  1  B.  i  jtd.SS\,  ;  and  see  Sutton  ▼.  Buck,  2  Taunt.  302,  Uiera 
cited. 

Vol.  X.  X  X  before 
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18S9*        before  seizure;  and  might  maintain  trespass,  in  respect 
of  such  property,  against  a  wrong-doer.     The  Court 

agahut  there  said,  '^  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  special  property  in, 
and  consequent  right  of  action  for  the  taking  of,  the 
cask  in  question:  and  that  it  was  wreck  within  the 
meaning  of  that  term  in  the  law,  so  as  to  entitle  the 
grantee  to  seize  it ;  though  it  was  not  *  wreck,'  so  as  to 
become  finally  his  absolute  property,  in  which  sense 
that  word  is  used  in  some  of  the  text  writers,  and  in 
the  statute  of  Westminster  the  first.''  The  larger  sense 
is  recognised  in  the  commentary  on  stat.  Westminster  1., 
2  Inst.  167.,  where  Lord  Coke  says  that  "  wreck"  "in 
legal  understanding  is  applied  to  such  goods  as  after 
shipwreck  at  sea  are  by  the  sea  cast  upon  the  land:" 
and  again^  in  p.  168.  (cited  Com.  Dig.  Wreck  (A) ), 
that  the  '^  year  and  day  shall  be  accounted  from  the 
seizure  made  as  wreck."  So  in  Constables  Case  {a)  it 
is  said,  p.  107  *.,  that  "  the  year  and  day  in  case  of 
wreck,  shall  be  accounted  from  the  taking  or  seizure 
of  them  as  wreck;  for  although  the  property  is  in  law 
vested  in  the  lord  before  seizure,  yet  until  the  lord 
seizes,  and  takes  it  into  his  actual  possession  it  is  not ' 
notorious  who  claims  the  wreck,  nor  to  whom  the 
owner  shall  repair  to  make  his  claim,  and  to  shew  to  him 
his  proofs:"  and,  in  p.  108  &,  "  Note,  that  wreck  is 
estray  on  the  sea  coming  to  land,  as  estray  of  beasts  is 
on  the  land  coming  within  any  privileged  place."  In 
MoUoy  De  Jure  Mariiimo^  book  2.  c.  5.  s.  6.  (i),  "  wrec- 
cum  maris"  is  stated  to  mean  "such  goods  only  as  are 
cast  and  left  upon  the  land  by  the  sea:"  and  in  s.  8.  [c) 
it  is  said  that,  "  if  goods  are  cast  up  as  a  wreck,  and  it 

(a)  5  Rep.  106a.         (6)  Vol.!.  p.  d9a  10th  ed.         (c)  Fkge  391. 
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falls  out  they  be  bonaperitura,  the  sheriff  may  sell  them        1839. 
within  the  year,  and  the  sale  is  good;  but  he  must       
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account  to  the  true  owners."     The  same  section  goes        agahut 
on  to  point  out  how  owners  claiming  '<  the  wreck''  shall 
proceed,  saying  that,  if  an  action  at  law  b  commenced, 
it  must  be  brought  within  the  year  and  day. 

Then,  if  the  term  **  wreck"  has  two  senses,^  in  which 
of  them  is  it  used  in  stat.  3  3c  4  fT.  4.  c.  52.  s*  50.  ? 
Those  claiming  the  duty  must  ascertain  this  precisely, 
because  wrecked  goods  can  be  rendered  liable  to  the 
customs  only  by  some  express  enactment  The  sche- 
dule of  Stat.  3  &  4  fV,4f.  c.  56^  laying  duties  on  imported 
goods,  cannot  affect  these.  MoUoy  says  (book  2.  c,.  5» 
5.  9.)  (a),  '^  If  goods  were  wrecked  on  the  shore,  and 
the  lord  having  power,  takes  them,  he  shall  not  pay 
custom,  neither  by  the  common  law,  nor  by  the  sta- 
tute ;  for  at  the  common  law,  wrecked  goods  could  nc^ 
be  charged  with  custom,  because  at  the  common  law 
all  wreck  was  wholly  the  king's,  and  he  could  not 
have  a  small  duty  of  custom  out  of  that  which  was 
all  his  own;  and  by  Westm,  1.  where  wrecked  goods 
.belonged  more  to  another  than  to  the  king,  he  shall 
have  it  in  like  manner,  that  is,  as  the  king  hath  his:" 
andSheppardyy.  Gosnold{b)  is  cited.  Again:  '*  Wrecked 
goods  are  not  brought  into  the  kingdom  being  cast  on 
shore,  as  merchandize,  viz.  for  sale ;  but  are  as  all  other 
the  native  goods  of  the  kingdom,  indifferent  in  them- 
selves, for  sale  or  other  use  at  the  pleasure  of  the  pro-> 
prietor."  And  accordingly,  by  stat  52  G.  3.  c.  159.  5. 1., 
after  reciting  that  **  doubts  have  arisen  whether  foreign 
liquors  and  tobacco  derelict,  jetsam,  flotsam,  lagan  or 

(a)  Vol.  i.  p.  S9S,  393.  10th  ed.  (6)   Vattgh.  159.  See  p.  \64. 
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1839.       wreck,  brought  or  coming  into  this  kingdom,  are  by  the 
^  laws  now  in  force  subject  and  liable  to  the  payment  of 

against  duties ;"  all  such  liquors,  &€.,  are  subjected  to  the  same 
duties  as  liquors,  &c^  of  the  like  kind  regularly  im- 
ported ;  and  duties  have  been  laid  upon  wrecked  goods 
by  other  subsequent  enactments.  Now,  looking  to  the 
provisions  of  stat  S  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  52.  s.  50.,  it  would 
seem  to  have  been  the  object  to  tax  goods  coming  on 
shore  without  the  will  of  the  owner,  as  distinguished 
from  those  intentionally  brought  in  as  merchandise; 
but,  if  that  section  be  construed  as  the  defendant  pro- 
poses, a  duty  is  exacted  only  if  the  goods  are  wreck  in 
the  stricter  sense;  where  property  is  cast  ashore,  and 
an  owner  appears  within  the  year  and  day,  no  duty  at- 
taches. This  cannot  have  been  contemplated.  **  Wreck," 
in  sect.  50,  is  associated  with  goods  derelict;  and  this 
term,  as  appears  by  the  judgment  of  Sir  W.  Scott  in  the 
Case  of  7%e  Aquila  (a),  admits  the  supposition  that 
there  may  be  an  owner.  Again,  sect.  51  enacts  **  that 
if  any  person  shall  have  possession  of  any  such  goods," 
(thus  referring  directly  to  the  "  goods  derelict,  jetsam, 
flotsam,  and  wreck,"  mentioned  in  the  preceding  section), 
*^  and  shall  not  give  notice  thereof  to  the  proper  officer 
of  the  customs  within  twenty-four  hours  after  such  pos- 
session, or  shall  not  ou  demand  pay  the  duties  due 
thereon,  or  deliver  the  same  into  the  custody  of  die 
proper  officer  of  the  customs,  such  person  shall  forfeit" 
&c. ;  "  and  in  default  of  the  payment  of  the  duties  on 
such  goods  within  eighteen  months  from  the  time  when 
the  same  were  so  deposited,  the  same  may  be  sold  "  as 
on  like  default  in  the  case  of  goods  imported:  ^^  pro- 

(a)  i  Robinson*M  jidm.  Rep  37^ 
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vided  always,  that  any  lord  of  the  manor  having  by  law  J  839. 
just  claim  to  such  goods,  or  if  there  be  no  such  lord  of 
the  manor,  then  the  person  having  possession  of  the 
same,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  retain  the  same  in  his  own 
custody,  giving  bond,  with  two  sufficient  sureties,  to  be 
approved  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  customs,  in  treble 
the  value  of  such  goods,  for  the  payment  of  the  duties 
thereon  at  the  end  of  one  year  and  one  day,  or  to  deliver 
such  goods  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  customs  in  the 
same  state  and  condition  as  the  same  were  in  at  the 
time  of  taking  possession  thereof."  The  year  and  day 
here  mentioned  is  the  period  after  which,  by  the  statute 
Westminster  1,  3  Ed.  1.  c.  4.,  goods  become  forfeited  by 
non-claim ;  and  it  is  clear,  on  comparing  this  proviso 
with  the  preceding  parts  of  sect.  51,  that  goods  are  con- 
sidered to  be  the  subject  of  duty  as  '*  wreck"  and  "  de- 
relict," as  well  within  as  after  the  year  and  day.  Stat. 
52  G,  3.  c.  159.,  sects.  1,  2,  3,  contained  enactments 
like  those  of  stat.  3  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  52.  sects.  50,  51,  and 
subject  to  the  same  observation.  Stat.  1  &  2  G.  4. 
c.  75.  s.  29.,  which  is  in  pari  materia,  speaks  of  *^  wreck 
of  the  sea  or  goods "  "  cast  on  shore,"  and  of  the 
"  owners  "  of  such  goods.  By  the  last  proviso  of  stat. 
3  &  4  ffl  4.  c.  52.  J.  50.,  if  the«wrecked  goods  will  not 
sell  for  the  full  amount  of  duty,  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
or  other  person  entitled  to  receive  the  same,  may  have 
them,  at  a  reduced  duty,  as  unenumerated  goods.  If 
this  section  is  limited  to  goods  which  have  become 
strictly  wreck  by  forfeiture,  the  lord,  or  other  person, 
is  relieved,  but  an  owner,  if  he  appears,  caniu)t  have  the 
benefit  of  the  proviso. 

Secondly,  if  the  right  duty  has  been  tendered,  and 

improperly  refused,  the  action  lies  against  this  defend- 
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656  CASES  IN  TRINITY  VACATION 

1839.        ant.     Stat.   S  &  4  rF.4.  c.  52.  s.lS.   directs  that   the 
_  person  entering  any  goods  inwards  shall  deliver  to  the 

agaitut       collector  or  controller  a  bill  of  entry  as  there  described, 
^  and  duplicates  thereof,  and  shall  pay  the  duties ;  and  it 
enacts  that  *'  such  bill  being  duly  signed  by  the  collec- 
tor and  controller,  and  transmitted  to  the  landing  wiuter, 
shall  be  the  warrant  to  him  for  the  landing  or  deliver- 
ing of  such  goods/*     The  defendant  bore  the  office  of 
^collector,  which  is  thus  recognised  by  the  act,  and  its 
duties,  in  the  case  now  in  question,  specified.      The 
fact  of  his  being  employed   ^*  by  the  order  and  with  the 
^concurrence "  of  the   commissioners   of  customs,   and 
removeable  by  them  (a),  cannot  affect  his  liability  under 
tthese  circumstances.     He  had  not,  indeed,  the  custody 
of  the  goods;  but,  without  his  signature  to  the  bill  of 
entry,  they  could  not  be  obtained  from  the  party  having 
them  in  custody,  nor  trover  brought  for  them  if  with- 
held ;  and  that  signature  it  was  his  duty  to  give.    In 
Bex  V.  TTie  Commissioners  of  Customs  (b)  an  owner  of 
wrecked  goods,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  had  teiy]ered 
to  the  custom-house  officers  what  he  alleged  to  be  the 
proper  amount  of  duty,  which  they  refused;  a  manda- 
mus was  applied  for,  requiring  the  commissioners  of 
customs  to  deliver  up  t||^  goods;  and  it  was  alleged  that 
they  were  guilty  of  a  nonfeasance  as  public  officers  in 
not  delivering,  or  not  giving  an  order  for  that  purpose  to 
the  officer  having  the  actual  custody.     The  Court  held 
that  a  mandamus  to  the  commissioners  did  not  lie ;  and 
it  may  be  collected  from  the  judgments  of  Lord  Den" 
man  C.  J.  and  Paiteson  J.  that  they  thought  the  proper 
remedy  was  by  action  against  the  officers.     The  com- 

(a)  See  stat  S  &  4  W,  4,  c.  51.  f.  6.  (b)  5  J.  ^  E,  S80. 
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missioners  could  not  be  sued  here,  because  the  collector  1839. 
is  noticed  by  the  statute  as  fillinir  a  distinct  office,  the  — - 
duties  of  which  have  been  violated.  Schinotti  v.  Bum"  againu 
sted  {a)  shews  that  an  action  lies  against  a  ministerial 
officer  for  neglect  of  duty ;  and  the  defendant  is  such 
an  officer  (b). 

T.  F.  ElliSf  contra.  First,  assuming  that  the  proper 
duty  was  tendered,  an  action  does  not  lie  against  this 
defendant;  and,  indeed,  the  question  being  virtually 
between  the  owner  of  these  goods  and  the  Crown,  the 
proper  remedy  for  the  plaintiff  would  be,  not  an  action 
against  an  officer,  but  a  petition  of  right.  It  is  a  general 
rule  of  law  that  no  person,  simply  as  a  servant  of  the 
Crown,  is  liable  to  an  action  for  non-performance  of 
duty ;  Gidiey  v.  LordFalmerston  (c) :  and  it  has  been  so 
decided  even  in  cases  (there  cited  by  Dallas  C.  J.)  where 
the  defendant  was  sued  on  an  express  contract ;  Mclc- 
beath  y.Haldimand  (rf),  Un\Din  v.  JVolseley  {e).  Where, 
indeed,  a  positive  duty  is  expressly  imposed  by  statute> 

(a)  6  T.  R.  646. 

(6)  ChanneU  also  mentioned  ati  unreported  case  of  Btrdn^field  v.  Strai-- 
ford,  tried  at  Nisi  Prius  before  Richards  C.  B.  in  fSSl,  where  an  im- 
porter  of  tobacco  sued  the  collector  of  excise  for  the  port  of  London  for 
refusing  to  accept  the  proper  excise  dugr,  payable  under  stat.  29  (?•  S. 
c.  68.  on  tobacco  of  the  plaintiff  then  in  warehouse,  and  to  sign  a  certi- 
ficate according  to  secL  52  of  that  act,  to  enable  plaintiff  to  obuin  de- 
Uvery  of  such  tobacco.  A  verdict  was  there  taken  for  the  defendant  on 
some  counts,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  others  (one  of  which  stated  the 
breach  of  duty  as  above),  with  379/.  damages,  subject  to  a  question  of 
law  on  the  liability.  No  opinion  was  given  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  and 
Sir  R,  Giffirdf  Attorney  General,  acquiesced  in  the  verdict  being  taken^ 
with  a  reservation  of  the  point  of  law,  which,  however,  was  not  afterwards 
brought  before  the  Court.  The  case  being  again  referred  to  on  the  pre- 
sent argument.  Lord  l}enman  C.  J.  said  that  it  amounted  to  nothing,  no 
opinion  having  been  given  by  the  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius,  and  no  motion 
made  in  court, 

(c)  3  Brod,  ^  B.  275.  (d)  I  T.  R,  172.  («)  1  T.  R.  674. 
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1839.        an  action  lies;  but  the  defendant,  in  such  a  case,  is 
"I  liable,  not  as  a  servant  of  the  Crown,  but  as  an  indivi- 
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againti  dual  disobeying  the  statute ;  and  this  explains  the  de- 
cision  in  SchinotU  v.  Bumsted{a).  So  in  Lacon  v. 
Hooper  {d)  the  commissioners  of  customs  were  held 
liable  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  not  making  an  order 
on  the  receiver-general  for  payment  of  a  premium, 
which  order  they  were  required  to  make  by  stat.26G.S. 
r.  50.  and  stat.  28  G.  3.  c.  20.  But,  in  these  cases,  the 
right  of  action  can  attach  only  on  breach  of  a  duty 
directly  prescribed  by  the  statute  to  the  party  sued. 
Now  here  it  may  be  questioned  whether  the  words  of 
fitat.  3  &  4  )^.  4.  c.  52.  5. 18.,  *<and  such  bill  being  duly 
signed  by  the  collector  and  controller,  and  transmitted 
to  the  landing  waiter,  shall  be  the  warrant  to  him  for  the 
landing  or  delivering"  &c.,  do  constitute  a  direct  order 
to  sign.  But,  if  they  do,  the  question  remains,  whe- 
ther such  order  creates  any  liability  in  a  person  merely 
appointed  by  the  commissioners  of  customs  to  act  as 
their  servant.  Stat.  3  &  4  fV.  4.  c.  51.  s.  2.  empowers 
the  King  from  time  to  time  to  appoint,  under  the  great 
seal,  ^^  any  number  of  persons  not  exceeding  thirteen 
to  be  commissioners  of  his  Majesty's  customs  for  the 
collection  and  for  the  management  of  the  customs  in 
and  thrpughout  the  whole  of  the  United  Kingdom;*' 
each  commissioner  to  hold  the  office  during  his  ma- 
jesty's pleasure.  The  commissioners,  therefore,  are  the 
collectors,  by  themselves  or  those  whom  they  employ, 
and  are  answerable  in  law  for  any  misfeasance  in  that 
office ;  a  mere  servant  or  deputy  cannot  be  so.  if  «" 
individual,  bound  to  repair  a  fence,  tells  his  servant  to 
do  it,  and  the  servant  will  not,  the  master  is  still  the 

(a)  €  T.  R.  646.  (6)  6  T.  R.  224. 
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party  to  be  sued  for  such  omission.  The  servant  owes  no  1839. 
duty  to  the  party  suing,  but  to  his  master  only.  [Cofe- 
ridge  J.  Could  a  commissioner  properly  sign  the  entry 
under  stat.  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  52.  s.  1 8.  ?]  He  could ;  for  the 
preceding  act,  sect.  2,  makes  the  parties  appointed  under 
it  commissioners  for  the  **  collection''  of  the  customs. 
And  the  action  was  against  the  commissioners  in  Lacon 
V.  Hooper  (a).  [Coleridge  J.  The  bill  of  entry  is  to  be 
signed  by  the  collector  <^  and  controller."]  A  commis- 
sioner would  sign  as  collector.  The  law  laid  down  by 
Holt  C.  J.  in  Lane  v.  Cotton  (£),  as  to  the  liability  of  a 
servant,  was  not  there  disputed,  though  the  rest  of  the 
Court  differed  from  him  on  the  principal  point  in  the  case; 
and  his  dictum  on  the  subject  is  still  cited  as  authority, 
as  in  15  Vin.  Abr.  316.  Master  and  Servant^  (G),  pi.  4. 
He  says  :  "  A  servant  or  deputy,  quatenus  such,  cannot 
be  charged  for  neglect,  but  the  principal  only  shall  be 
charged  for  it ;  but  for  a  misfeasance  an  action  will  lie 
against  a  servant  or  deputy,  but  not  qitatenus  a  deputy 
or  servant,  but  as  a  wrong  doer.  As  if  a  bailiff,  who 
has  a  warrant  from  the  sheriff  to  execute  a  writ^  suffer 
his  prisoner  by  neglect  to  escape,  the  sheriff  shall  be 
charged  for  it,  and  not  the  bailiff;  but  if  the  bailiff  turn 
the  prisoner  loose,  the  action  may  be  brought  against 
the  bailiff  himself,  for  then  he  is  a  kind  of  wrong-doer, 
or  rescuer ;  and  it  will  lie  against  any  other  that  will 
rescue  in  like  manner."  In  Howell  v.  Batt  (c),  which 
was  an  action  against  the  keeper  of  a  coach-office  for 
not  transmitting  to  the  plaintiff  monies  received  on  his 
behalf  at  the  office,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had 
acted  as  servant  to  a  third  party ;  and  it  was  scarcely 

(a)  6  T.  R,  224.  (b)  12  Mod.  472.     See  p.  488. 

(c)  5  B^i  Ad,  504. 
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18S9.       disputed  that,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  the  defendant  was 
"T  exempt  from  liability,  there  being  no  privity  between 

againit  him  and  the  plaintiff  The  question,  whether  the  statute 
imposes  any  duty  on  the  defendant  in  this  case,  may  be 
tried  by  three  tests.  1.  If  the  statute  expressly  ordered 
what  the  plaintiff  has  required,  a  mandamus  would  lie, 
though  the  defendant  was  the  servant  of  the  crown; 
this  may  be  collected  from  the  judgment  of  Coleridge  J. 
in  In  re  Baron  de  Bode  {a).  But  a  mandamus  does  not 
lie  in  such  a  case  to  the  commissioners  of  customs, 
because  they  are  the  servants  of  the  crown ;  Bex  v.  The 
Commissioners  of  Customs  (b) :  this  is  the  reason  given 
by  Liitledale  J. ;  the  other  grounds  of  decision,  sug- 
gested on  the  Bench  in  the  same  case,  seem  shaken  by 
Jtex  V.  Pai/n  (c).  2.  Suppose  the  defendant  had  in- 
structions from  the  commissioners  (the  collectors  under 
Stat  S  &  4  fV.  4t.  c.  51.  s.  2)  to  receive  a  particular  rate 
of  duty,  could  he  have  acted  as  a  principal  so  far  as  to 
take  a  less  sum  in  conformity  with  what  he  deemed  to 
be  the  requisition  of  the  statute?  If  not,  he  is  not  the 
person  on  whom  the  statutory  duty  lies.  3.  If  a  petition 
of  right  were  exhibited,  the  crown  could  not  answer 
that  the  goods  had  not  been  delivered  because  the 
collector  had  refused  to  sign,  llie  reply  would  be, 
"  he  is  npt  an  independent  functionary,  and  the  crown 
ought  to  take  care  that  the  servant  employed  does  his 
duty." 

Secondly,  the  tobacco  in  question  does  not  come 
within  the  description,  in  stat.  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  52.  5. 50., 
of  **  foreign  goods,  derelict,  jetsam,  flotsam,  and  wreck." 
In  Termes  de  la  Ley^  tit.  Wreck  (ed.  1671),  it  is  said 

(a)  6  Bwol  p.  C.  776.  See  p.  792.  (6)  5  A.  ^  ^'  380. 

(c)  ^A,^E.  392. 
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that  "Wreck"  "is,  where  a  ship  is  perished  on  the  18S9. 
sea,  and  no  man  escapes  alive  out  of  it,  and  the  ship  or 
part  of  it  so  perished,  or  the  goods  of  the  ship,  come  to  agamu 
the  land  of  any  lord,  the  lord  shall  have  that  as  a  wreck 
of  the  sea.  But  if  a  man,  or  a  dog,  or  a  cat,  escape 
alive,  so  that  the  party  to  whom  the  goods  belong  come 
within  a  year  and  a  day,  and  prove  the  goods  to  be  his, 
he  shall  have  them  again,  by  provision  of  the  statute  of 
fVestm.  1.  cap.  4."  &c.  Here  the  questions  of  wreck 
and  of  forfeiture  are  treated  as  identical.  To  constitute 
wreck,  and  to  create  forfeiture,  the  non-appearance  of 
an  owner  is  essential.  In  Termes  de  la  Ley^  tit.  Jetsam^ 
it  is  said  that  "Jetsam  is,  when  a  ship  is  in  danger  to 
be  cast  away,  and  to'disburthen  the  ship  the  mariners 
cast  the  goods  into  the  sea:  and  although  afterwards 
the  ship  perish,  none  of  those  goods  called  jetsam, 
flotsam,  or  lagan,  are  called  wreck,  as  long  as  they  re- 
main in  or  upon  the  sea ;  but  if  any  of  them  are  driven 
to  land  by  the  sea,  there  they  shall  be  reputed  wreck, 
and  pass  by  the  grant  of  wreck."  Such  a  grant  clearly 
would  not  pass  goods  coming  on  shore  under  the  cir- 
cumstances described  in  this  case.  Bracton  says,  in 
Lib.  3.  c.  S.  s.  5.  f.  120  a  (cited,  2/ft^.  166):  "Magis 
proprie  dici  poterit  wreckum,  si  navis  frangatur,  et  de 
qua  nullus  vivus  evaserit,  et  maxime  si  domii)us  rerum 
submersus  fuerit,  et  quicquid  inde  ad  terram  venerit  erit 
domini  regis,"  &c.  "  £t  quod  bujusmodi  dici  debeant 
wreckum  verum  est,  nisi  ita  sit  quod  verus  dominus 
aliunde  veniens,  per  certa  juditia(a)  et  signa,  docuerit  res 
esse  suas,  ut  si  canis  vivus  inveniatur,"  &c^  "  Et  eodem 
modo,  si  certa  signa  apposita  fuerint  mercibus  et  aliis  re* 
bus."    And  again.  Lib.  1.  c.  12.  s.  10.  f.  8  a  (cited,  2  Inst. 

(a)  Sic,  in  ed.  1559.    '<  Indicia"  in  2  Inst  166.  ed.  1797. 

167.): 
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1839.  167.)-  "  Item  tempore  dicuntur  res  in  nuUius  bonis  esse, 
ut  thesaurus.  Item  ubi  non  apparet  dominus  rei,  sicutest 
de  wrecco  maris."  Lord  Coke  says,  in  2  Inst.  167,  "  The 
cause  wbereFore  originally  wreck  was  given  to  the  crown, 
stood  upon  two  main  maxims  of  the  common  law;  first, 
that  the  property  of  all  goods  whatsoever  must  be  in 
some  person.  Secondly,  that  such  goods,  as  no  subject 
can  claim  any  property  in,  do  belong  to  the  king  by  bis 
prerogative,  as  treasury  trove,  strays,  wreck  of  the  sea, 
and  others ;  because  of  ancient  time,  when  the  art  of 
navigation  was  not  so  perfect,  nor  trade  of  merchandize 
grown  to  such  perfection,  as  now  it  is,  it  was  a  matter  of 
great  difficulty  to  be  proved,  in  whom  the  property  of 
goods  wrecked  at  sea  was."  This  reasoning  cannot 
apply  where  an  owner  is  forthcoming.  In  Hamilton  v. 
Davis  (a),  where  it  was  decided  that  goods  cast  away  in 
a  storm,  recently  followed,  and  identified  by  the  owner, 
were  not  wreck,  though  no  live  animal  carae  to  shore, 
the  terms  "wreck"  and  ** forfeited  as  wreck**  were 
treated  as  convertible,  both  at  the  bar  and  by  the  Court. 
It  was,  indeed,  decided,  in  T7te  Bailiffs^  SfCy  ofDunwick 
v.  Sterry  (i),  that  goods  might,  for  some  purposes,  be 
treated  as  wreck  before  the  year  and  day  expired,  and 
although,  at  the  end  of  that  period,  no  forfeiture  might 
attach.  But  that  shews  only  that,  before  the  owner  ap- 
pears, a  special  property  in  the  goods  may  be  vested  in 
another.  It  is  not  the  less  true  that,  when  the  owner  does 
appear,  the  goods  are  not  wreck,  and  are  shewn  never  to 
have  been  so.  It  was  argued  at  the  bar,  in  that  case, 
that  "  wreck*'  had  two  .meanings ;  but  the  proposition 
was  not  made  out  The  words  of  Lord  Hale  {De  Jure 
MariSi  P-  39.  Part  1.  c.  7.)  there  cited :  "  if  goods  are 

(a)  5  Burr.  27S2.  (6)  I  B.  ^  Jd.  8S1. 

cast 
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cast  upon  the  shore*^  (not  "wrecked'*),  "they  maybe  1839. 
seized  by  the  king,  or  the  lord  that  hath  the  liberty  of 
wrecks  and  lawfully  detained,  till  the  right  owner  come 
and  claim  them,"  shew  distinctly  that  goods  cast  on 
shore,  where  the  owner  is  known,  are  not  wreck ;  other* 
wise  the  proposition  would  be  a  truism.  The  subject 
is  explained  consistently  with  the  argument  now  urged 
for  the  defendant,  by  Parte  J.,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court.  He  says  (p.  843.),  ^^  If  indeed 
the  owner,  or  his  servants  or  mariners,  continue  in 
the  possession  of  the  goods  to  which  the  misfortune 
of  shipwreck  has  occurred,  such  goods  are  not  in  any 
sense  "  wreck  ;"  for  they  are  not  "  bona  vacantia,''  and 
therefore  do  not  belong  to  the  crown  or  its  grantee  by 
virtue  of  its  prerogative."  And  (p.  845.)  he  states  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  to  be,  in  the  case  before  them, 
"  that  the  plaintifThad  a  special  property  in,  and  conse- 
quent right  of  action  for  the  taking  of,  the  cask  in 
question :  and  that  it  was  wreck  within  the  meaning  of 
that  term  in  the  law,  so  as  to  entitle  the  grantee  to  seize 
it ;  though  it  was  not  "  wreck,"  so  as  to  become  finally 
his  absolute  property,  in  which  sense  that  word  is  used 
in  some  of  the  text  writers,  and  in  the  statute  of  West- 
minster the  First."  That  decision  is  consistent  with 
the  principle  for  which  the  defendant  here  contends; 
for,  though  there  is  a  property  up  to  the  time  of  the 
owner's  appearance,  yet  the  claim  by  the  owner  de- 
vests that  property,  not  merely  from  the  time  of  the 
claim,  but  ab  initio.  If  the  grantee  of  wreck  had 
assigned  the  goods  before  claim  made,  the  assignee  could 
not  hold  them  afterwards.  As  Parke  J.  says,  in  an 
earlier  passage  (p.  844.),  "  if  no  one  is  in  possession  of 
the  goods,  the  crown  or  its  grantee  has  a  right  to  the 

custody ; 
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1889.        custody ;  a  possessory  right,  liable  to  be  defeated''  (not 
"~""*       **  transferred ")  **  by  the  appearance  of  the  true  pro- 
agamtt        prietor,  and  due  proof  of  his  title  by  any  mode  by 
which  it  can  be  satis&ctorily  established/' 

The  custom-house  acts  prior  to  that  in  question  shew 
that  the  legislature  has  understood  the  term  <<  wreck" 
in   the  sense  here  contended  for   by  the   defendant 
Stat.  5  G.  1.  c.  11.  5.  13.  provides  for  the  payment  of 
duties  on  goods  which  *^  shall  be  salved  out  of  any  ship 
or  vessel  that  shall  happen  to  be  forced  on  shore  or 
stranded  upon  the  coasts  of  this  kingdom  (noi  being 
wrecked  goods,   or  jetsam,  flotsam,  or  lagan)."     What 
goods  would  those  be,  which,  although  stranded,  were 
not  wreck  ?    The  language  must  have  reference  to  the 
criterion,  whether  or  not  the  goods  are  so  circumstanced 
as  to  become  forfeit  to  the  lord.     Stat.  6  G.  4.  c,  107. 
5.  47.  empowers  "  the  owner  or  salvor  of  any  property 
liable  to  the  payment  of  duty  saved  from  sea,"  and  in 
respect  of  which  salvage  shall  have  been  awarded  under 
any  law  at  the  time  in  force,  or**  **  paid,  or  agreed  to  be 
paid  by  the  owner  thereof  or  his  agent,"  to  the  salvors 
for  salvage,  to  sell  so  much  of  the  property  saved  as  will 
defray  the  salvage  awarded  or  sum  paid  or  agreed  to  be 
paid ;  and  that,  on  proof  as  there  pointed  out,  the  com- 
missioners of  customs  may  allow  the  sale  of  such  pro- 
perty, free  from  all  duties,  to  the  amount  of  the  sum 
awarded,  paid  or  agreed  to  be  paid,  or  such  other  sum  as 
they  shall  think  reasonable.    That  clause  would  compre- 
hend wreck,  if  the  argument  for  the  plaintiff  be  correct; 
but  that  it  does  not  do  so  is  clear  from  sect.  48,  where 
an  inconsistent  provision  is  made  for  goods  ^'  derelict, 
jetsam,  flotsam  and  wreck ;"  and  the  distinction  contem- 
plated in  these  two  sections  can  depend  only  upon  the 

circumstance 
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circumstance  of  the  owner  being  known  or  not.     This        1889* 
is  maniFest  from  the  whole  of  the  latter  section,  and       7 

'  Baket 

particularly   from  the   concluding  proviso,  **that   any        agtdmt 
.  Arhauii. 

lord  of  the  manor  havmg  by  law  just  claim  to  such 

liquors  or  tobacco,  or  if  there  be  no  such  lord  of 
the  manor,  then  the  person  having  possession  of  the 
same,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  retain  the  same  in  his  own 
custody,  giving  bond,  with  two  sufficient  sureties,  to 
be  approved  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  customs,  in 
treble  the  value  of  such  goods,  for  the  payment  of  the 
duties  thereon  at  the  end  of  one  year  and  one  day,  or 
to  deliver  such  goods  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  cus- 
toms in  the  same  state  and  condition  as  the  same  were 
in  at  the  time  of  taking  possession  thereof."  Neither 
here,  nor  in  the  rest  of  the  section,  is  any  reference 
made  to  an  owner;  and  the  mention  of  the  lord  of 
manor,  and  possessor,  and  of  a  year  and  a  day,  shews 
that  the  legislature  had  in  contemplation  what  is  strictly 
and  technically  called  wreck.  Stat.  3  &  4  ^  4.  cr.  52. 
5.  49.  is  in  the  same  words  as  stat.  6  G.  4.  c,  107.  s.  47.; 
then  follow  sect  50  (a),  on  which  the  present  case 
mainly  turns,  and  other  clauses,  all  inconsistent  with 
the  supposition  of  any  person  appearing  as  owner  of 
the  goods  mentioned  in  those  enactments.  Thus,  by 
sect.  50,  in  case  of  a  question  as  to  the  **  origin  of  the 
goods,"  (which  could  not  arise  where  an  owner  was 
found)  they  are  to  be  deemed  of  the  growth,  produce, 
or  manufacture  of  such  country  or  place  as  the  com- 
missioners shall  determine ;  and,  by  the  same  section,  a 
mode  of  fixing  allowances  for  damage  is  established, 
differing   from   that  prescribed   by  sects.  SO,  31,. 32, 

(a)  Antd,  p.  648. 

where 
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18S9.        where  an  importer  appears.     By  sect.  51  (a)  the  person 
'7  having  ^'possession  of  any  such  goods"  as  are  men- 

agamtt  tioned  in  the  preceding  section  is  subjected  to  a  penalty 
if  he  shall  not  give  notice  to  the  proper  officer  of  the 
customs  within  twenty-four  hours  after  such  possession, 
or  shall  not  pay  the  duties  thereon,  or  deliver  the  same 
to  the  proper  officer ;  but  the  owner,  by  stat.  3&  4  ^.4. 
c.  56.  s.  8.,  might  ^'  warehouse  such  goods  upon  the  first 
entry  thereof,"  *'  without  payment  of  duty  upon  snch 
first  entry."  Again,  sect.  51  of  stat  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c,  52., 
contains  a  proviso  (6)  that  any  lord  of  the  manor  having 
claim  to  such  goods,  or,  if  there  be  no  lord,  the  person 
having  possession  of  the  same,  may  retain  them  in  hb 
custody,  giving  bond  for  payment  of  the  duties  at  the 
end  of  a  year  and  a  day,  or  to  deliver  them  to  the 
proper  officer  &c.  But  where  an  owner  appears,  he, 
as  the  importer,  may  warehouse  the  goods,  under  stat« 
S  &  4  i^.  4.  r.  56.  5.  8.,  and  need  not  clear  them  for 
three  years;  stat.  S  &  4  fFl  4.  c.  57.  s.  14.  Stat.  1  & 
2  G.  4.  c.  75.,  cited  on  the  other  side,  is  not  in  pari 
materia  with  stat.  3  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  52.,  except  on  some 
few  incidental  points.  Sect.  29,  which  was  relied  upon 
as  connecting  the  term  ^^  wreck"  with  a  provision  in 
favour  of  owners,  provides  for  the  two  distinct  cases 
of  stranding  and  wreck ;  the  owners  are  evidently  men- 
tioned only  in  connection  with  the  former.  The  main 
object  of  the  legislature  in  stat.  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  52.  s.  50. 
was,  to  define  the  duty  upon  goods  not  intentionally 
imported,  and  of  too  small  value  to  be  followed;  and 
not  to  provide  for  the  alleviation  of  duty  chargeable 
upon  owners  in  case  of  damage;  an  object  already  se- 

(a)  Sec  p.  654,  antd.  (6)  Antd,  p.  653, 

cured 


* 


Channelly  in  reply.  The  cases  cited  for  the  defendant, 
in  which  a  public  senrant  has  been  held  not  liable  to  an 
action^  were  cases  of  contract,  where  the  defendant  had 
interfered  as  a  known  agent,  and  not  as  pledging  his 
own  credit.  But  in  actions  of  tort  a  servant  is  liable ; 
and  Schinotti  v.  Bumsted  {b)  and  Lacan  v.  Hooper  (c)  are 
instances  of  this  in  the  case  of  public  servants.  Ac- 
cording to  the  argument  for  the  defendant  there  would 
be  no  remedy  in  this  case;  for  a  mandamus  would 
not  lie  to  the  commissioners  of  customs  (^,  and  if 
they  were  sued  it  might  be  said  that  they  acted  under 
the  controul  of  the  lords  of  the  treasury  (e).  There 
must,  however,  be  some  mode  in  which  public  officers 
shall  be  made  amenable  to  the  general  laws  of  the 
country.  Then  as  to  the  term  **  wreck."  No  doubt  it 
includes  property  of  which  no  owner  appears  within  a 

(a)  As  to  the  comtniction  of  theM  words,  bc«  Shqapard  v.  Gomold, 
Vav^h.  159,  1^5, 166. 
(6)  6  r.  R.  646.  (c)  6  r.  R.  284. 

((f)  Rex  V.  The  Commitsumen  of  CutUmSj  5  A.  ^  E,  S80. 
(e)  Stat.  S  &  4  IT.  4.  c.  51.  «.  3. 

Vol.  X.  Y  y  year 
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cured  by  sects.  SO,  31,  32;  the  last  of  which,  it  roaj        18S9. 
be  observed,  disallows  any  abatement  in  the  case  of 
tobacco. 

Lastly,  the  tobacco  in  question  was  not  "  goods** 
<^  brought  or  coming  (a)  into  the  United  Kingdom," 
within  the  meaning  of  stat.  S  &  4  )F.  4.  cr.  52.  5.  50. 
It  had,  according  to  the  case,  been  imported  and 
warehoused,  and  then  duly  entered  for  exportation  to 
Antwerp^  according  to  stat.  3  &  4  ^.  4.  r.  57.  5.  42. 
The  owner  cannot  now  allege,  in'  contradiction  to  his 
own  bond,  that  the  goods  were  coming  and  being 
brought  into  this  kingdom  when  they  were  taken  up 
as  the  case  describes. 
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1899.       year  and  a  day ;  but  it  has  also  the  more  extensive  sig- 

'  nification  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff    Parke  J.,  when 

ttgamtt       delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  The  BaUigi 

AllVAUI>« 

Sfc.  of  Durvmch  v.  Sterry  (a),  took  notice  of  the  pas- 
sage in  2  Inst.  166,  167,  but  yet  held  that  the  lord 
might  have  a  property  in  goods  wrecked,  where  they 
did  not  remain  unclauned  for  a  year  and  a  day.    The 
right,  it  is  true,  was  initiatory  only ;  but  it  was  foDnded 
on  their  being  '*  wreck."     The  decision  in  HamiUm 
V.  Davis  {b)   contains    nothing  to  shew   that  goods, 
although   followed  and  identified  by  an  owner,  may 
not,  for  some'  purposes,  be  wreck.     As  to  the  custom- 
house acts:    Stat  5  G.  1.   c.  11.    s.  IS.,   cited  for  the 
defendant,  does  not  speak  of  goods  forced  on  shore  or 
stranded,  but  of  goods  salved  out  of  any  ship  that  shall 
be  so.    The  argument  for  the  defendant  on  stat.  6  G.  4. 
c.  107.  5.47*   is,  that  the  goods  there  mentioned  as 
^^  saved  from  sea  "  are  not  considered  by  the  legiskture 
as  wreck,  because  of  the  distinct  provision  as  to  duties  on 
wreck,  in  sect.  48 ;  but,  from  the  passing  of  stat.  52  G.S* 
c.  159.  downwards,  there  were  always  enactments  in  force 
which  would  apply  to  wrecked  goods,  independently  of 
stat  6  G.  4.  c.  107.  s.  48.     The  mention  of  a  year  and  a 
day,  in  sect.  48,  and  other  clauses,  does  not  exclude  the 
supposition  of  there  being  an  owner,  but,  on. the  con- 
trary, suggests  that  such   owner  may  come  forward. 
The  provision  iu  stat.  S  &  4  i^.  4.  c.  52.  s.  50.,  for  de- 
ciding on  the  origin  of  the  goods,  may  not  be  quite 
consistent  with  this  supposition, '  nor  perhaps  is  it  to 
be  expected  that  every  particular  enactment  should  be 
so ;  it  is  sufficient  if  some  are  irreconcilable  with  any 
construction  but  that  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff.    Bttt 

(a)  iB.^Ad.  831.  (b)  5  Burr.  27S8. 

the 
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the  difficulties  raised  on  this  section,  and  on  sect.  51,  are  1889* 
obviated  by  assuming  that  they  include  both  the  case  in  T 
which  there  is,  and  the  case  in  which  there  is  not,  an 
owner  found.  It  is  argued  that  the  abatement  of  duty 
in  case  of  damage  is  provided  for  by  sects.  80  and  81 ; 
but  they  apply  only  to  the  case  of  damage  during  a 
voyage  which  has  been  completed,  and  the  goods  volun- 
tarily landed.  Stat.  1  &  2  6.  4.  c.  75.  is,  in  the  parti- 
cular section  which  has  been  referred  to,  sect.  29,  a 
statute  in  pari  materia  with  5  8c  4  ^.  4.  c.  52.  s.  50.  As 
to  the  last  point  made  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
insists  only  that  these  were  not  imported  goods,  but 
property  warehoused  and  entered  for  exportation,  and 
afterwards  <*  coming  into  the  United  Kingdom'*  as 
"  wreck"  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  8  &  4  fF.  4.  cr.  52. 
5.  50.  This  is  borne  out  by  the  statement  of  the  case ; 
and  therefore  the  lower  duty  attached,  and  was  rightly 
tendered. 

Cur,  adv,  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  this  vacation  {June  22d),  de- 
livered the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

Two  points  were  made  in  this  case.  The  first  in  im- 
portance and  order  was,  whether,  assuming  that  the 
plaintiff  had  tendered  the  proper  amount  of  duty,  any 
action  could  be  maintained  against  the  defendant  for 
refusing  to  accept  it  and  sign  a  bill  of  entry,  whereby 
the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  obtaining  the  delivery 
of  the  tobacco  in  question  and  selling  it  to  advantage. 
And  we  are  of  opinion  that  such  action  is  maintainable^ 
although  no  malice  or  ill  motive  is  imputed  to  the  de- 
fendant. The  case  states  him  to  be  the  collector  of 
customs  at  Liverpool^  employed  as  such  by  the  order  of 
Y  y  2  the 
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1839.  the  commissioners,  and  *^  that  his  duty  was  to  collect  the 
proper  amount  of  duty  on  each  article  for  which  an 

agahut  entry  was  tendered,  and,  upon  such  duty  being  paid, 
to  sign  a  bill  of  entry  acknowledging  the  receipt,  which 
then  became  a  warrant  for  the  delivery  of  such  article 
from  the  charge  of  the  proper  officers."  By  stat 
S  &  4  ^.4.  c.  51.  s.  2.,  her  Majesty  is  authorised  to 
appoint  commissioners  for  the  collection  and  manage- 
ment of  the  customs.  By  sect.  6,  the  Treasury,  or 
these  commissioners  under  the  authority  of  the  Treasury, 
may  appoint  proper  persons  to  execute  the  duties  of  the 
several  offices  necessary  to  the  due  management  and 
collection  of  the  customs,  and  all  matters  connected 
therewith,  under  the  control  and  direction  of  the  com- 
missioners ;  and,  by  sect  7,  every  person  employed  on 
any  duty  or  service  relating  to  the  customs,  by  the 
orders  or  with  the  concurrence  of  the  commissioners, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  officer  of  the  customs  for  that 
duty  or  service. 

Taking  the  statement  in  the  case  and  these  clauses 
together,  the  defendant  appears  to  be  not  merely  the 
agent  and  servant  of  the  commissioners,  but  to  be  him- 
self a  substantive  and  immediate  officer  of  the  crown; 
and  he  is  charged  with  the  execution  of  a  certain  limited 
duty. 

It  is  true  that,  in  the  performance  of  that  duty,  he  is 
subject  to  the  controul  of  the  commissioners ;  but  it  « 
still  his  own  doty,  not  theirs,  that  he  is  to  perform ;  the 
acts  which  he  does  are  his  own  acts,  not  theirs ;  their 
control  is  not  an  arbitrary  one,  but  limited  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  wherever  they  apply,  and  does  not 
absolve  him  from  responsibility  to  persons  affected  by 

the  due  performance  or  neglect  of  his  duties. 

The 
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The  nature  of  those  duties  is  next  to  be  considered;        1839. 
and,  as  regards  the  present  question,  they  are  plainly  and  '" 

merely  ministerial.  He  is,  according  to  the  statement,  agmtut 
to  collect  the  proper  amount  of  duty,  and  sign  the  bill 
of  entry.  This  is  not  the  less  a  ministerial  duty  be- 
cause, in  some  instances,  as  in  the  present,  it  may  not  be 
clear  upon  the  face  of  the  statute  what  the  proper 
amount  of  duty  may  be.  Difficulties  both  of  law  and 
&ct  arise  repeatedly  to  ministerial  functionaries,  such  as 
the  sherifi^  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties ;  but  these  do 
not  alter  their  nature. 

The  defendant,  then,  is  a  public  ministerial  officer, 
and)  being  so,  he  is  responsible  for  neglect  of  his  duty 
to  any  individual  who  sustains  damage  by  such  neglect. 
SchinMi  v.  Bumsted{a)  is  a  strong  authority  to  this 
efiect,  the  facts  in  that  case  respecting  the  commis* 
sioners  of  the  lottery  tending  much  more  to  raise  a 
doubt  whether  the  defendants  had  not  a  judicial  dis- 
cretion entrusted  to  them ;  and  in  Lacon  v.  Hooper  (d), 
which  was  an  action  against  the  commissioners  of  cus- 
toms for  not  making  a  certain  order  for  the  payment  of 
money  to  which  the  plainti£&  claimed  to  be  entitled 
under  an  act  for  the  encouragement  of  the  South  Sea 
whale  fishery,  it  was  not  questioned  but  that  even  they 
would  be  liable  to  the  action,  if  the  neglect  of  duty  were 
made  out* 

We  pass  on,  therefore,  to  the  second  question,  whe- 
ther, under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  case,  the 
tobacco  in  question  is  to  be  considered  wreck  within 
the  fiftieth  section  of  stat.  3  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  52*  It  is  con- 
ceded by  the  plaintilT  that,  if  the  word  "  wreck"  in 

(a)  6  7.  K.  646.  (6)  6  T,  R.  394. 

Y  y  S  that 


Bamt 

agaiiut 
AavAQiib 
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1859.  that  clause  be  coDfined  to  that  only  which  would  pass  to 
the  crown  or  the  crown's  grantee  under  the  prero- 
gative or  franchise  of  wreck,  these  goods  do  not  fall 
within  that  predicament;  but  it  is  contended  by  him 
that  the  word  is  not  to  be  construed  in  so  limited  a 
sense ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that,  according  to  estab- 
lished rules  of  construction,  it  ought  not  to  be  so  con- 
strued. The  section,  in  its  enacting  part,  professes  to 
extend  to  all  ^*  foreign  goods,  derelict,  jetsam,  flotsam, 
and  wreck,  brought  or  coming  into  the  United  King- 
dom;'' and,  without  reference  to  their  condition  or 
value^  subjects  them  to  the  same  duties  as  imported 
goods  of  the  same  kind.  If  the  section  had  sto|q>ed 
here,  it  would  have  been  diiBcult  to  say  that  these  goods 
were  imported  goods,  for  they  were  in  die  act  of  ex- 
portation :  the  owners  had  done  nothing  escept  with  a 
view  to  exportation.  Against  their  will,  by  the  violence 
of  the  storm,  they  were  separated  from  the  vessel  in 
which  they  were  placed,  and  from  the  charge  of  those 
to  whose  custody  they  were  intrusted,  and  either  cast 
on  shore,  or,  being  found  floating,  carried  thither :  if 
imported,  by  whom  could  they  have  been  said  to  be 
imported  ?  But,  if  not  imported,  were  they  liable  to  m 
duty  ?  Would  it  not  then  have  been  reasonably  urged 
that  they  fell  within  the  very  words  and  intent  of  the 
enactment,  and  became  subject,  as  wrecks  to  the  same 
duty  as  if  they  had  been  imported  ? 

If  so,  we  must  necessarily  apply  the  same  rule  of 
construction  to  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  section  to 
relieve  them,  as  we  should  have  done  to  the  enacting 
part  to  charge  them.  The  word  **  wreck,"  no  doubt,  in 
both  parts  comprehends  goods  which  strictly  and  tech- 
nically speaking  are  "wreck  ;"  but,  as  it  is  capable  also 

of 
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of  a  larger  sense,  and  as  in  both  parts  the  object  of  the        )8S&. 
section  can  only  be  fully  obtained   by  giving  it  that       r 
larger  sense,  we  ought  so  to  understand  it     We  are        agmnu 
additionally  led  to  tbb  by  considering  that  the  term  of 
contrast  to  the  word  ^^  wreck  "  is  not  goods  unforfeited, 
or  goods  whereof  the  owner  is  known,  but  goods  im^ 
ported,  as  if  the  distinction  present  to  the  ipinds  of 
those  who  framed  it  was,  not  between  goods  subject  an4 
goods  not  subject  to  a  franchise,  but  between  goods 
arriving  in  the  regular  course  of  importation  and  those 
coming  by  the  casualties  of  the  seas  and  storms;  and 
accordingly,  by  the  proviso,  they  are  to  be  delivered 
over  to  the  lord  of  the  manor,  or  (using  the  most 
general   words)    "  other    person    entitled    to    receive 
the  same." 

Upon  both  grounds,  therefore,  we  thilik  the  plaintiff 
entitled  to  maintain  the  action,  and  to  our  judgment 
according  to  the  terms  provided  in  the  special  case. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Holmes  against  Clifton,  £squire.  Friday, 

°  June  aiit. 

CASE   against  the  sheriff  of  Lancashire^   for  not  Where  Um 
iheriff  on  a 

levying  under  a  fi.  fa.,  duly  indorsed  with  a  direc-  fi.  ik.  mumi 

tion  to  levy  of  the  goods  of  L.  M.  1105/.  for  debt,  levied  pwt  of 

and  4/.  for  costs;   and  falsely  returning  that  he  had  tfaatt^d^r 

levied  160/.  and  retained  6/.  lOs.  for  poundage  and  ex-  ^JhenwfSfre- 

pences,  and  had  the  residue  1 53/.  lOs.  ready  to  render  f**"^^^ti, 

to  plaintiff  in  part  satisfaction  of  his  debt  &c. ;  and  that  «redit<»  accepte 

^  the  Mnount 

the  said  L.  M.  had  no  more  goods  in  his  bailiwick,  levied  on  ao- 

county  and  to- 
whereof  the  rest  of  the  debt  could  be  levied.  ward*  payment, 

of  his  deht ;  he 
is  not  thereby  precluded  from  bringing  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  a  false  return. 

Y  y  4  Plea, 


CuRoir. 
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1889.  Plea,  that  dependant  levied  160L  of  the  goods  o{L.M.j 

^^  and  retained  6L  10s.  for  poundage  and  expences,  as 

stated  in  the  return;  and  that  afterwards,  and  before 
action  brought,  plaintiff  accepted  and  received  the  said 
residue,  153/.  105.,  and  the  same  was  then  paid  to 
plaintiff,  for  and  on  account,  and  in  and  towards  pay- 
ment and  satisfaction,  of  the  debt  and  damages  in  the 
writ  mentioned ;  and  the  plaintiff  then  thereby  waived 
and  relinquished  all  cause  and  right  of  action  against 
defendant.     Verification. 

Replication,  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  and  received 
the  said  sum,  and  the  same  was  paid  to  plaintiff  for 
and  on  account,  and  towards  payment  and  satisfaction,  of 
the  said  debt  and  damages ;  but  not  in  payment  or 
satisfaction  of  th^  said  debt  and  damages,  in  maaner 
and  form  &c.     Conclusion  to  the  country. 

Demurrer,  for  that  the  plaintiff  did  not,  in  his  repli* 
cation,  traverse  or  put  in  issue  any  material  aliegatioa 
in  the  plea ;  but  only  raised  an  immaterial  issue,  and 
confessed  so  much  of  the  plea  as  was  necessary  to  bar 
the  action,  without  avoiding  it.    Joinder. 

Knaalesy  (or  the  defendant,  relied  upon  Bet/non  v- 
Garrat(a)  as  exactly  in  point,  and  as  deciding  that, 
by  taking  the  money  out  of  Court,  the  plaintiff  aflSrmed 
the  return  of  the  sheriff,  and  thereby  estopped  himself 
from  maintaining  an  action  for  a  false  return ;  and  he 
cited  Watson  v.  Wace{b\  as  illustrating  the  same  prin- 
ciple. 

Bramwellj  contrsi,  was  not  heard. 

(a)  1  C  fr  P.  154.  (h)  SB.^C.  15S. 

Per 
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Per  CSxriam  [a).    The  case  of  Beynon  v.  Garrat  (i),        18S9. 
if  correctly  reported,  cannot  be  maintained.     It  might 
as  well  be  argued  that  a  creditor,  who  accepts  part  of 
his  debt,  is  precluded  from  recovering  the  restC 

S.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  Lord  Z)mman  C.  J.|  Patteton  and  WUliamiJu      LitUedaleJ,  was 
absent. 

(6)  IC.^P.  154. 


King  against  Braddon.  Iw  sut 

ASSUMPSIT  by  first  indorsee  against  acceptor  of  a  To  an  action  by 
1  Ml     <•         I  ^  I*  indorsee  against 

bill  o^exchange  for  payment  of  106/.  Is.  6d,j  three  acceptor  ot> 

months  after  date  thereof  (20th  June  1838).  change,  pay- 

Plea,  that,  before  making  the  bill,  defendant  was  in-  months'after 

debted  to  plaintiff  in  120/.  16s.  on  an  account  stated;  d'fenro(\inM 

and  that  it  was  corruptly  agreed  by  and  between  plain-  ^  *  *  ^'^' 

tiff,  defendant,  and  the  drawer,  that  defendant  should  "><*  7  ir.  4.  & 

1  Vict.  c.SO.) 

pay  to  plaintiff  the  sum  of  14/.  Hs.  6d.  in  reduction  of  that,  defendant 
the  debt;  and  that  plaintiff  should  forbear  and  give  day  to  plaintiff  on 
of  payment  of  the  residue,  viz.  106/.  Is.  Gd,,  to  defend-  ^ted^^it"was 
ant  for  the  space  of  three  months ;  and  that,  for  such  JSi^ff^'^**" 
forbearance,  defendant  should  pay  to  plaintiff  51, 5s.  6(/.,  j^'eiidant! Ih 
and  the  said  bill   should   be  made,  accepted,  and  in-  pontiff  should 

'  forbear  pay- 

dorsed  to  plaintiff  as  a  security  for  payment  of  the  said  ment  of  the 

1.  J     r    1  ,  .  c  debtforthree 

residue  at  the  end  of  three  months.     Averment  of  pay-  months;  that 
ment  to  plaintiff  of  the  several  sums  of  14/L  14s.  6d*  should  pay  to 
and  51.  5s.  6i.,  in  pursuance  of  the  corrupt  agreement;  Sun'sum'ljffger 
and  of  the  making,  acceptance,  indorsement,  and  re-  ^  JJlT'ceutTper 
ceipt  of  the  bill  by  the  plaintiff  as  such  security  as  afore-  f^J^^l^*^^ 

that  the  bill 
should  be  made,  accepted,  and  indorsed  to  plaintiff  aa  a  security  for  payment  of  the  debt  at 
the  end  of  three  months ;  and  that  the  said  sum  was  in  fact  paid  by  defendant,  and  the  biU 
made,  accepted,  and  indorsed  to  plaintiflT,  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement. 

said^ 
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saidy  in  further  pursuance,  &c.;  and  that  the  sum  of 
5/.  5s,  6d.9  so  paid,  exceeded  the  rate  of  5  per  cenL  &c. ; 
by  means  whereof,  and  by  force  of  the  statute,  the  bill 
was  wholly  void.     Verification. 

Demurrer  (assigning  special  causes  of  demurrer  not 
noticed  in  the  argument).    Joinder. 

fi.  F.  Richards  for  the  plaintiff.  The  plea  is  no  de- 
fence since  the  stats,  of  S  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  98.  5. 7.  and 
7  W^.  4.  &  1  Vict.  c.  80.  (a).      They  provide  in  general 

(a)  The  words  of  S&  4  ^.  4.  c.  98.  t.  7.  ara,  «  No  bill  of  eidiuge 
or  promissory  note,  made  pajrable  at  or  within  three  months  after  the  date 
thereof,  or  not  having  more  than  three  months  to  nui«  shall,  by  msoa  of 
any  interest  taken  thereon  or  secured  thereby,  or  any  agreement  to  piy 
or  receive  or  allow  interest  in  discounting,  negociating,  or  traniferriog 
the  same,  be  void,  qor  shall  the  liability  of  any  party  to  amf  bill  <i£  a- 
change  or  promissory  note  be  affected  by  reason  of  any  statute  or  law  in 
force  for  the  prevention  of  usury,  nor  shall  any  penon  or  persons  draw- 
ing,  accepting,  indorsing,  or  signing  any  such  bill  or  note,  or  lending  or 
advancing  any  money,  or  taking  more  than  the  present  rate  of  legal 
interest  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  respectively,  for  the  loan  of  moBcy 
on  any  such  bill  or  note,  be  subject  to  any  penalties  under  any  ststute  or 
law  relating  to  usury,  or  any  other  penalties  or  forfeiture;  aoj  thing  is 
any  law  or  statute  relating  to  usury  in  any  part  of  the  United  KiogdoD 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.*' 

The  above  provision  is  eitended  by  7  IT.  4.  &  I  Vict.  c.  sa,  whidi 
enacU  ^  Thai  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  and  till  JoMmry  Irti 
1840,  no  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  made  payable  at  or  within 
twelve  months  after  the  date  thereof,  or  not  having  more  than  twelve 
months  to  run,  shall,  by  reason  of  any  interest  taken  thereon  or  secured 
thereby,  or  any  agreement  to  pay  or  receive,  or  allow  interest  in  diacooot- 
ing,  negociating,  or  transferring  the  same,  be  void,  nor  shall  the  lisbibtj 
of  any  party  to  anj^  biil  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  be  affected  by 
reason  of  any  statute  or  law  in  force  for  the  prevention  of  usury;  dot 
shall  any  person  or  persons,  or  body  corporate,  drawisg,  accepting,  in- 
dorsing, or  signing  any  mch  bill  or  note,  or  lending  6r  adfancing  any 
money,  or  taking  more  than  the  present  rate  of  legal  interest  in  Great 
BtUom  and  Ireland  respectively  for  the  loan  of  money  on  any  such  bill  or 
note,  be  subject  to  any  penalties  under  any  statute  or  law  relsting  to 
usury,  or  any  other  penalty  or  forfeiture ;  any  thing  in  any  law  or  ilat»t« 
relating  to  usury,  or  any  other  law  whatsoever  in  force  in  any  part  of  tb« 
United  Kingdom,  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.** 

terms 
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terms  that  the  liability  of  a  party  to  any  bill  of  ex- 
change shall  not  be  affected  by  reason  of  any  statute  or 
law  in  force  for  the  prevention  of  usury.  The  case  is 
clear  of  the  question  made  in  VaUance  v.  Siddd  (a). 


y^  contra.     The  plea  is  good.     That  an  instru- 
ment, made  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  a  corrupt 
bargain,  was  void  before  the  late  statutes,  is  clear  from 
Boberts  v.  Trenayne  (6),  and  Morse  v.  Wilson  (c).     The 
only  question  is,  whether  the  bill  is  protected  by  those 
statutes.     The  word  *^  such  **  must  be  supplied  between 
the  words  "  anv  "  and  "  bill "  in  both  statutes.     The 
intention  of  the  legislature  sufficiently  appears  from  the 
insertion  of  that  word  before  the  word  **  bill,*'  in  the 
latter  part   of  the  clause  in   both  acts.      Indeed  the 
second  act  was  not  necessary,  if  the  first  had  the  effect 
of  repealing  stat.  12  Ann.  st,2.  c.  16.     Then  are  the 
late  acts  applicable  to  a  case  where  the  usury  is  not 
confined  to  the  bill  itself,  but  affects  the  yery  trans- 
action in  which  the  bill  originated,  and  which  it  was  in- 
tended to  cover  ?     In  Berrington  v.  CoUis  (d)  the  Court, 
in  giving  judgment,  say,  that  the  acts  contemplate  the 
case  of  interest  taken  on,  or  secured  by,  a  bill  *^  as 
the  rear  and  bona  fide  ground  of  the  debt " ;  and  do 
not  extend  ^*  to  the  case  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  or  pro- 
missory note,  given  in  addition  to  a  security  of  another 
nature  not  protected   by  the  statute,  upon  which  the 
debt  was  really  contracted."    Here  there  was  a  previous 
debt  found  due  upon  an  account  stated,  upon  which 
usurious  interest  was  agreed  to  be  paid.     The  bill  itself 
did  not  bear  illegal  interest,  but  was  given  to  secure  the 

(a).  6  A.  tj  E,  932.  (h)  Cro.  Jac,  507. 

(c)  4  r.  B.  353.  {d)  S  New  Ca.  332. 

performance 
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18S9.        performance  of  this  previous  bargain,  which  is  not  itself 
Kiifo 


made  legal  by  any  act*     If  a  bill  or  note  given  for  such 
a  purpose  be  valid^  it  will 
against  usury  in  every  case. 


iigainst        a  purpose  be  valid^  it  will  be  ea^y  to  elude  the  laws 

BftADDOK. 


R.  V.  Richards^  in  reply.  The  word  *^  such  ^  may  be 
inserted  in  this  part  of  the  section  without  injury  lo  the 
plaintiff's  demand ;  for  the  bill  is  payable  at  three,  or 
within  twelve,  months  afler  date,  and  therefore  pro- 
tected by  either  statute.  In  Berrington  v.  CoUts  (a)  the 
loan  was  really  on  security  of  a  lease  and  a  warrant  of 
attorney,  and  the  application  was  to  set  aside  judgment 
entered  up  on  the  latter.  If  the  loan  had  been  od  the 
security  of  the  note  alone,  the  decision  would  have  beeo 
different;  Connop  v.  Meaks{b), 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We  cannot  take  the  case  out 
o(  the  protection  of  the  statutes.  The  bill  is  made  pay- 
able at  three  months  after  the  date,  or  has  not  more 
than  three  months  to  run.  This  is  all  that  the  stat  3  & 
4p  W.4t.  c.  98.  s,  ?•  requires  to  exempt  it  from  the  oper- 
ation of  the  usury  laws. 

Patteson  (c)  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 
S.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff(^* 

(a)  5  New  Co.  332.  {b)  2  A,  ^  E,  326. 

(c)  LUtUdaleJ.  was  absent 

(d)  See  HoU  v.  Mien,  SM.^W.  168. ;  and  stat.  2  &  3  Ficf.  c  ST., 
continued  by  3  &  4  Vict*  c.  83. 


IN  THE  Second  and  Third  Yeabs  op  VICTORIA. 


The  Queen  against  The  Inhabitants  of  Black  satvrday, 

r^  June  2Sd. 

Callerton. 


tf^N  appeal  against  an  order   of  justices  removing  On  appeal 

Hantuik   Hope^   widow,    and    her   two    children,  of  removal,  it 
from  the  township  of  Quamngton  in   the  county  of  jection,  that  the 
Durham^   to   the  township  of  Black  Callerton  in   the  ^natio""sent 
county  of  Northumberland^  the  sessions  confirmed  the  {^nu^uiito" 
order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  a  special  ^^^^^^^ 
case.  *•  '^^•>  ^"^  "o* 

shew  that  the 

The  case   stated   an   agreement  by  which   Andrew  pauper  waa 

chargeable. 
Hopey  afterwards  the  husband  of  the  pauper  Hannah^ 

was  hired  to  work  in  a  colliery,  and  under  which  he 
served  for  the  stipulated  period,  residing  in  Black 
Callerton,  After  some  details  as  to  the  service  under 
this  contract,  the  case  proceeded  as  follows. 

The  said  Andrew  Hope  subsequently  married  and 
died ;  and,  on  10th  February  18S8,  an  order  in  the  usual 
form  was  made  (stating  the  above  order  of  removal). 
A  notice  in  writing  of  chargeability,  and  a  copy  of  the 
order  of  removal,  were  served  upon  the  overseer  of 
Black  Callerton^  and  likewise  copies  of  the  examinations 
taken  before  the  removing  justices ;  but  such  examin- 
ations did  not  contain  any  statement  or  proof  that  the 
said  pauper  and  her  children  were  then  chargeable  to, 
or  had  been  relieved  by,  the  township  of  Quanington. 
The  township  of  Black  Callerton  appealed  against  the 
order,  and  stated  in  their  notice  two  grounds  of  appeal. 
1.  That  Andrew  Hope  never  gained  a  settlement  in  the 

appellant 
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18S9. 

The  doBN 
ognintt 

The  Inhabit- 
ants of 
Black 

CALutaxoy. 


appellant  parish  by  hiring  and  service :  and,  2.,  That 
it  did  not  appear,  by  the  copy  sent  to  them  of  the  ex- 
aminations taken  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  order, 
that  the  pauper  and  her  said  children  were  at  the  time  . 
of  making  such  order  chargeable  to  the  township  of 
Quarrifigton.  At  the  hearing,  after  the  original  exami- 
nations, and  the  copies  sent  to  the  appellant  township, 
had  been  put  in,  the  second  ground  of  appeal  was  in- 
sisted upon  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  as  a  preli- 
minary objection  to  the  respondents  going  into  evidence 
in  support  of  the  order  of  removal,  but  was  overruled ; 
and  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  proceeded  to  hear  the 
respondents'  case.  • 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  were^  1* 
Whether,  as  it  did  not  appear  by  the  copies  of  the  ex- 
aminations that  the  pauper  and  her  children,  at  the  time 
of  making  the  order  of  removal,  were  chargeable  to  the 
respondent  township,  the  respondents  could  be  heard  in 
support  of  such  order?  2.  Whether  Andrew  Hope 
gained  a  settlement  in  Black  Callerton  by  such  hiring 
and  service  as  aforesaid  (a)  ?  If  this  Court  should  decide 
both  questions  in  the  affirmative,  the  orders  were  to  be 
confirmed ;  otherwise  quashed. 


Ingham  and  Hedley^  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
As  to  the  preliminary  objection,  stat.  4  &  5  W*^*  c*  76. 
s.  79.  enacts  that  no  pauper  be  removed  by  reason  of 
his  being  chargeable  to,  or  relieved  in,  any  parish,  till 
after  "  a  notice  in  writing  of  his  being  so  chargeable  or 
relieved,  accompanied  by  a  copy  or  counterpart  of  the 
order  of  removal  of  such  person,  and  by  a  copy  of  the 
examination  upon  which  such  order  was  made,  shall 


(a)  The  objection  was,  Uiat  the  contract  of  hiring  was  exceptive- 

have 
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have  been  sent/'  as  there  directed.  That  does  not  re- 
quire that  the  chargeability  shall  appear  by  the  examina- 
tion ;  the  notice  gives  information  of  that  fact,  and  would 
be  superfluous  if  the  examination  were  necessary  to 
shew  it.  The  material  facts  in  an  examination  are  those 
which  concern  the  settlement,  and  so  bear  upon  the 
grounds  of  removal.  The  complaint  of  chargeability, 
and  the  examination  with  a  view  to  removal,  are  different 
proceedings :  the  one  may  be  heard  by  a  single  justice, 
without  oath  ;  the  other  is  taken  on  oath,  by  two  justices. 
It  would  be  hard  that  the  respondents  should  suffer  by 
the  neglect  of  those  taking  the  examination  to  advert  to 
a  particular  fact.  It  was  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  in 
Rex  V.  Kelvedon  (a),  that  an  examination  may  be  treated 
with  less  strictness  than  a  notice  of  appeal,  because 
the  respondents,  in  an  examination,  do  not  use  their 
own  language.  They  cannot  control  the  proceeding  of 
the  magistrates.  No  one  could  have  been  misled  here ; 
and  that  argument,  in  favour  of  an  examination,  was  used 
by  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  Regina  v.  Church  KnawU  (i). 
(The  arguments  as  to  the  hiring  are  omitted.) 


18S9. 

Tlie  Quxsir 

The  Inhabit- 
anu  of 

BtJiCK 

CAixxaTox. 


Cresswett  and  Granger,  contra,  were  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  preliminary  objection  is 
not  to  be  got  over.  If  we  do  not  require  that  the 
chargeability  shall  appear  on  the  examination,  we  shall 
give  occasion  to  speculative  removals. 


Patteson  J.  (c).   It  is  argued  that  the  statute  requires 
only  three  things  to  be  sent  before  the  pauper  is  re- 

(6)  7A.iE.41\. 


(a)  SA.^E.  687. 

(c)  LUiledale  J.  was  absent. 


movable ; 
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1839. 

The  Quxxv 

againtt 

The  Inhabtu 

anU  of 

Black 

Callsaiok. 


movable  ;  notice  of  chargeability ;  a  copy  or  coun- 
terpart of  the  order;  and  a  copy  of  the  examioatiou 
upon  which  the  order  was  made ;  and  that  proof  of 
chargeability  is  not  required  to  be  sent.  But  the  word 
^*  examination,"  though  in  the  singular  number,  means 
all  the  evidence  (a),  and  must  necessarily  include  the 
proof  of  chargeability,  without  which  the  order  could 
not  be  made. 


Williams  J.  Proof  of  chargeability  is  the  found- 
ation of  the  order  of  removal.  It  must  therefore  appear 
in  the  examination  sent  to  the  appellant  parish. 

Orders  quashed  (b), 

(a)  See  Regina  w.  Outwell,  9  A.  t  E,  8S6. 
(6)  See^the  next  five  cases. 


The  following  cases  may  properly  be  added  here. 

S^^'^'Teth     ^^^^  Queen  against  The  Justices  for  the  Eastern 
184a]  Division  of  Sussex. 


A  notice  of  TJENRY  GILBERT was  removed  by  an  order oftwo 

appeal,  under  -  Xl 

Buu  4  &  5  justices  from  the  parish  of  St.  llamas  the  Apostkt 

W»  4.  c.  76.  , 

*.  81.,  alleging,  in  the  town  of  Winchelsea  and  county  of  Sussex^  to  tne 

as  the  ground,  •       /«•          f 

parish  of  Carshaltoti  in  Surrey.    The  parish  officers  oi 


a  settlement 
in  another 
parish,  2*.,  is 


Carshalton  gave  notice  of  appeal,  stating,  as  the  grounds: 
ilfJulaTS^^^  First,  that  H.  G.  did  not  acquire  a  settlement  in  Car^ 
shalton  by  service  &c.  (as  stated  in  the  examination): 
Secondly,  that,  subsequently  to  his  leaving  the  service 
&c.,  "  he,  the  said  H.  G.,  acquired  a  settlement  in  the 


pauper,  in  or 

about  18S0, 

paid  parochial 

taxes  for  a 

tenement  in 

the  parish  of  .         j      m* 

T.  rented  by  him,  at  15/.  a  year,  for  the  terra  of  one  year,  and  occupied  by  him  under  »«» 

hiring  for  one  year,  the  rent,  to  the  amount  of  lOi.,  being  paid  by  him  j  andMtiie 

pauper  rented  the  ajoretaid  tenemeni  (not  describing  it  further),  at  \5L  a-year,  •"'*  ^J^ 

pied  under  that  hiring  for  one  year,  and  paid  lOL  rent.     The  premises  should  be  fuioer 

described,  by  giving,  at  any  rate,  the  landlord's  surname. 
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parish  of  Ticehurst,  in  the  aforesaid  county  of  Stissexj      [1840.] 
by  having,  in  or  about  the  year  18S0,  paid  parochial        " 
taxes  for  and  in  respect  of  a  certain  tenement  in  the        agmmt 
aforesaid  parish  of  Ticehurstj  rented  by  the  said  if.  G.,     thf»  Eastem 
at  the  sum  of  15/.  a  year,  for  the  term  of  one  whole      '  Susux. 
year,  and  occupied  by  him  under  such  hiring  for  more 
than  the  said  term  of  one  year;  the  rent  for  the  same,  to 
the  amount  of  10/.,  having  been  paid  by  the  said  //.  G. :" 
"  Thirdly,  by  having  rented  the  aforesaid  tenement  in 
the  said  parish  of  Ticehurst  at  the  sum  of  I5L  a  year, 
and  having  occupied  the  same  under  such  hiring  for 
more  than  the  term  of  one  year,  and  having  paid  rent 
to  the  amount  of  10/.  for  the  same  tenement.''     The 
appeal  was  called  on  for  hearing  at  the  Lewes  quarter 
sessions,  April  1839,  when  the  respondents'  counsel 
objected  to  its  being  heard,  because  the  grounds  were 
not  sufficiently  set  forth  in  the  notice^  inasmuch  as  the 
appellants  had  neglected  to  mention  therein  the  name 
'  of  the  person  or  landlord  of  whom  H.  G.  hired  and 
rented  the  premises  alluded  to  in  the  second  ground 
of  appeal ;  and  inasmuch  as  such  notice  did  not  other- 
wise sufficiently  describe  and  fix  dates  or  times  when 
such   premises   were   so   rented   or    occupied    by  the 
pauper.     On  the  first  objection,  the  omission  of  the 
landlord's  name,  the  sessions  refused  to  hear  the  ap- 
peal, and  confirmed  the  order  of  removal.     In  Trinity 
term,  1839,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a  mandamus 
to  the  justices  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  the  ap- 
peal. 

Tyndale  now   shewed  cause.      The   notice  ought 

at  least  to  have  stated  the  landlord's  name;  or,  if  not, 

the  situation  of  the  bouse,  or  some  other  particular 

Vol.  X.  Z  z  from 
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[1840.]      from  which  the  respondents  could  ascertain  the  facts 

/~~"        material  to  their  case;  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Derby- 
The  QnxBir  '  -^  ^ 

agakui        shire  (a). 

The  Justices  of 
the  Eastern 

Sussex.  Petersdorff^  contr&,  was  called  upon  by  the  Court 

The  two  facts  stated,  that  the  pauper  rented  a  tenement 
in  the  parish,  and  paid  parochial  taxes  for  it,  are  suf- 
ficient for  the  purpose  suggested.  The  respondents, 
being  furnished  with  these,  might  obtain  the  necessarj 
information  from  the  parish  officers.  [Lord  DenmanCJ, 
The  pauper's  name  might  appear  on  the  rate  books  in 
respect  of  different  tenements.  The  fiotice  ought  to 
have  shewn  distinctly  what  settlement  the  appellants 
meant  to  prove.  They  must  have  known ;  why  should 
not  they  tell  the  opposite  party?]  Too  great  par- 
ticularity would  be  inconvenient,  because  a  slight  vari- 
ance might  defeat  the  appeal.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J*  Is 
there  any  inconvenience  in  shewing  the  local  situation?] 
That  might  be  difficult  in  a  country  parish.  Giving  the 
name  of  the  landlord  would  not  secure  the  information 
required :  changes  might  have  occurred,  by  death  or 
otherwise.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  subject  of  in- 
quiry would  be,  of  whom  the  pauper  hired.]  The  pay- 
ment of  parochial  taxes  affords  guidance  enough  for  any 
necessary  inquiry. 

Lord  Denmak  C  J.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the 
local  situation  of  premises  must  necessarily  be  specified, 
because  that  may  be  difficult ;  though  in  a  large  parish 
it  ought  to  be  ascertained  as  nearly  as  possible.  But  at 
any  rate  the  landlord's  name  should  be  given.  This 
notice  was  insufficient. 

(a)  GA.^E,  885. 

LiTTLEDAtE 
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LiTTLEDALE  J.     The  landlord  ought  to  have  been      [1840.] 
described ;  I  do  not  say  by  his  Chris^n  name,  but  at 
any  rate  by  his  surname.  agahut 

Justiefls  of 
the  Eastern 

Coleridge  J*  {a).  Ascertaining  the  situation  of  the  Susaiz. 
premises  might  be  more  or  less  difficult,  according  to 
the  nature  of  the  parish.  In  an  agricultural  parish,  for 
instance,  there  might  be  a  good  deal  of  difficulty ;  but, 
there,  naming  the  landlord  would  be  the  best  way  of 
fixing  the  property. 

Rule  discharged  (£)• 

(a)  WUSanu  J.  was  on  the  special  commission  at  Monmouth, 
{b)  See  the  next  case. 


The  Queen  against  The  Justices  of  the  West  ff^^v 

^'  o  ]^ay  29th. 

Riding  of  Yorkshire.  imo.] 

(Clinton  against  Birstwith.) 

AT  the   Summer  sessions  for  the  West  Riding  of  Where  the 
°  pauper's  ex- 

Yorkshire,  18S9,  an  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard  *mination  dif- 
fers from  his 
against  an   order  removing  John  Lax^   his  wife   and  evidence  at  se»- 

1  .1  <■  n  I  1  .         /•    « .  .J  I  sions,  as  to  any 

children,  from  the  township  of  Birstwtth  to  the  town-  circumsunce 
ship  of  Clint,  both  in  the  West  Riding.     The  alleged  S'diTmatter 
settlement  in  Clint  was  by  occupation  of  a  tenement  Sll"su!temJnt 
there.     On  the  evidence  of  the  pauper  at  sessions,  it  ^p^yit^^f,  ^^ 
appeared  that  he  entered  on  the  occupation  of  the  tene-  the  wssions  to 

^^  '^  decide  whether 

ment  a  year  later  than  the  year  stated  in  that  behalf  in  the  variance  be 

TT  t  •        1       material  within 

his  examination    before  the  justices.      Upon  this   the  sut.  4  &  5 

U^  4     c    TR 

Court  stopped  the  hearing  and  discharged  the  order,  j.  8i.' 

So  held,  on 
application  for  a  mandamus  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  an  appeal. 
Per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.     The  examination  of  the  pauper  is  to  be  construed  as  strictly 
as  the  statement  of  grounds  of  appeaL 

Z  z  2  Cresswell, 
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[1840.]      Cressnoellj  in  Michaelmas  term,  18S9,  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
■~  for  a  mandamus  to  the  justices  of  the  West  Riding  to 

against        enter  continuances  and  hear  the  appeal.   By  the  affidavit 

The  Justices  of  .      ,  , 

the  West  in  answer,  it  appeared  that  Lax^  in  his  examination 
YoRKsuiKK.  before  the  justices,  stated  that  he  entered  upon  the 
occupation  in  June  18279  as  tenant  to  a  Mr.  jRnocd/, 
and  gave  up  possession  in  June  1828 ;  and  diat  the 
grounds  of  appeal  were  stated  to  bei  that  he  "did 
not  bona  fide  rent  or  occupy,  for  the  term  of  one 
whole  year,  a  farm  in  the  township  of  Gintf  from  the 
beginning  of  June  1827  until  the  latter  end  of  June 
1828,  as  tehant  to '*  &c.   ' 


E.  Perry  (with  whom  was  Baines)  now  shewed  cause. 
There  are  two  questions:  first,  whether  the  sessions 
have  decided  rightly;  secondly,  if  not,  whether  the 
G>urt  will  interfere.  Ex  parte  Broseley  (a)  is  an  autho- 
rity on  both  points.  (He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
Court). 

Merivale,  contrii.  As  to  the  first  point,  sect.  81  of 
Stat.  4i  Sc  5  JV.  4.  c.  76.  certainly  uses  the  same  language 
as  to  the  examination  of  the  pauper  and  the  statement 
of  grounds  of  objection ;  but  it  is  reasonable  that  a 
more  liberal  interpretation  should  be  adopted  in  the 
former  case  than  in  the  latter.  The  appellant  parish 
states  its  own  objections ;  but  the  pauper  is  not  the 
agent  of  the  removing  parish,  nor  under  their  controul. 
A  mere  slip  of  memory,  or  a  clerical  error  of  the  party 
taking  down  the  examination,  will,  if  this  application 
fail,  be  sufficient  to  prevent  the  merits  of  the  settlement 
from  being  determined.    The  only  reasons  for  strictness 

(a)  7  J,^  E.  423. 

as 


IN  THE  Third  Year  op  VICTORIA.]  687 

as  to  variances  must  be  that  they  tend  to  mislead,  or      [1840.] 
affect  the  merits.    Here  the  variance  could  not  mislead  ; 

The  Queen 

which  takes  the  case  out  of  the  principle  upon  which,  if       against 

-,     _  «         ,     /    %  1  ,  ..  The  Justices  of 

at  all,  Ex  parte  Broseley{a)  must  be  supported.  And  the  West 
the  onlj  question  on  the  merits  is,  whether  the  pauper  Toakshiai. 
occupied  a  tenement  so  as  to  gain  a  settlement:  not 
whether  he  occupied  it  in  one  year  or  another.  In  Rex 
v.Kelvedon  {b)  Coleridge  J.  appears  to  have  thought  that 
a  mere  statement  of  the  fact  of  settlement  in  the  appel- 
lant parish  would  su£5ce,  and  the  Court  seem  to  have 
considered  that  the  examination  was  to  be  interpreted 
less  strictly  than  the  grounds  of  appeal.  If  the  rule  is 
to  be  strict,  a  variance  of  one  day  would  be  fatal ;  but  that 
cannot  be  held*  Then,  as  to  the  second  point,  the  Court 
will  enquire  whether  the  sessions  have  rightly  decided  a 
matter  preliminary  to  their  enquiry  into  the  merits ;  and 
the  decision  of  the  sessions  here  has  no  relation  to  the 
merits.  Rex  v.  Frieston  (c).  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of 
Cumberland  {d)f  are  in  point  In  the  latter  case,  the 
sessions  had  commenced  the  enquiry  into  the  merits ; 
but  decided  ultimately  on  a  preliminary  point. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  that  we  are  not 
precluded  from  entering  into  an  inquiry  whether  the  ' 
sessions  have  decided  rightly  upon  any  preliminary 
point  of  practice  neciessary  to  determine  their  own  juris- 
diction. In  this  case,  however,  the  decision  is  on  a 
question  which  may  often  raise  great  difficulties  either 
at  the  sessions  or  here.  Mr.  Merivale  contends  that  a 
different  degree  of  strictness  must  be  applied  to  the 
pauper's  examination  and  the  statement  of  objections. 

(o)  1  A.^E.  423.  (6)  5A.i  E.  687.     See  pp.  690,  691. 

(c)  5  A  ^  Ad,  597*  (rf)  4  -A  ^  JB.  695, . 

Z  z  8  I  cannot 
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[1840.]      I  cannot  accede  to  that.    Each  party  gets  the  facts  from 
the   pauper.      When  the  case   comes  to  sessions,  a 

The  QunN  ./,.,.!,  mi 

agairuf  variance  may  occur,  so  tnnmg  that  it  could  not  possibly 
the  West  mislead.  Other  variances,  again,  though  they  may 
YoRKSHiRK.  appear  lite  mere  clerical  errors,  may  be  of  the  utmost 
importance^  as,  for  instance,  a  wrong  year,  or  a  wrong 
name  in  a  populous  parish.  The  sessions,  therefore, 
must  exercise  their  judgment.  They  can  best  decide 
whether  the  variance  is  such  as  to  mislead ;  and  thus 
it  is  quite  within  their  jurisdiction  to  decide  whether 
there  is,  or  is  not,  a  substantial  variance.  When  there 
is  any  difference  whatever  between  the  examination 
and  the  evidence,  this  Court  cannot  take  it  upon  them- 
selves to  say  that  the  sessions  have  decided  wrong. 
Such  an  interference  would  lead  to  inquiries  into  minute 
particulars,  which  we  cannot  institute. 

LiTTLEOALE,   Patteson^   and   Coleridge  Js.  con- 
curred. 

Rule  discharged  [a). 

(a)  See  the  next  case* 


June  Sd, 
1840.] 


The  Queen  against  The  Inhabitants  of  Mid* 
DLETON  in  Teesdale. 


Cy^  appeal  against  an  order  of  justices,  removing 

Elizabeth  CoUinson   from  the    township  of  2f(^ 

higgin,  in  the  county  of  Durhamy  to  the  township  of 


A  copy  of  ex- 
amination fur- 
nished,  under 
Stat  4&5  IT. 4. 
c.  76.' ».  79., 
on  removal  of 

a  pauper,  does  not  give  sufficient  information  of  the  settlement  relied  upon,  if  it  merely 
state  that  the  party  gained  a  settlement  by  renting  and  occupying  a  tenement  of  /•  ?*• 
(naming  the  landlord)  in  the  township,  &c.  (to  which  the  pauper  is  removed),  of  the 
yearly  rent  of  10/. ;  no  time  being  specified. 

And,  on  appeal,  the  appellants  may  take  advantage  of  such  defect,  though  their  noUceof 
grounds  of  appeal  state  only  that  the  order  of  removal,  examination,  and  notice  of  chirge- 
ability,  are  bad  upon  the  faces  thereof. 

Middleton 
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Middleton  in  Teesdale^  in  the  same  codnty,  the  sessions      [1840.] 

confirmed  the  order,  subject  to   the  opinion   of  this 

'^  TTie  Qunv 

Court  upon  a  case,  the  material  parts  of  which  were  as       agaiiat 

^  ,,  The  Inhabit- 

lOllOWS*  ants  of 

The  removal  was  made  upon  the  examination  of  the  {„  tmsdalx. 
pauper  alone,  which  stated  ^^  that  she  is  nineteen  years 
of  age,  and  that  her  father  gained  a  settlement  in  the 
township  of  Middleton  in  Teesdale^  in  the  said  county, 
by  renting  and  occupying  a  house  and  land  of  one 
Jacob  Tarfij  in  the  said  township  of  Middleton  in  Tees-  , 

dale,  of  the  yearly  rent  of  10//'  (The  rest  of  the  ex- 
amination related  to  the  pauper  herself,  and  is  not 
material.)  Copies  of  the  examination,  order  of  removal, 
and  notice  of  chargeability,  were  duly  served.  Notice 
of  appeal  and  the  grounds  of  appeal  were  also  duly 
served.     The  grounds  of  appeal  were  stated  as  follows  : 

1.  *^  That  the  order,  the  examination  upon  which  the 
same  is  grounded,  as  also  the  notice  of  chargeability  ac- 
companying the  same,  are  bad  upon  the  faces  thereof." 

2.  ^  That  the  lawful  settlement  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Col- 
linson**  "  is  not  in  our  township  of  Middleton  in  Teesdale^ 
as  represented  in  the  said  order,  but,  on  the  contrary,  is 
in  your  township  of  Newbiggin  (she  not  having  gained  a 
settlement  in  her  own  right),  her  father  having  gained  a 
settlement  there  by  renting  a  tenement  of  the  value  of 
10/.  or  more,  in  the  years  1816,  1817,  1818,  and  1819, 
or  some  or  one  of  them,  and  resided  there  during  the 
time."  8.  "That  the  said  Matthem  Collinson"  (the 
father)  *^also  gained  a  settlement  ii>  your  said  town- 
"ship  of  Newbiggin,  by  again  renting  a  tenement  therein 
in  the  years  1829,  1830,  and  1831,  or  some  or  one 
of  them,  and  paid  rent  for  the  same  to  the  amount 
of  10/.  for  the  year."     On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal, 

Z  z  4  the 


690 


[CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


[1840.]      the  respondents  •  insisted    that  the  settlement  of  the 

'       pauper,  as  set  forth  in  her  examination,  was  admitted 

agairut        by  the  appellants,  as  their  notice  did  not,  in  the  first 

Hie  Inhabit-  _  ,_  i   <•         .        i  .       .  t 

ante  of  ground,  specify  any  defect  m  the  exammation,  and  was 
in  TbwdIli.  therefore  inoperative ;  and  did  not,  in  the  secood  or 
third  ground,  deny  the  settlement  alleged  in  the  ex- 
amination ;  and  that  the  appellants  ought  not  to  be  al- 
lowed to  give  evidence  of  the  settlement  stated  in  either 
the  second  or  third  ground  of  their  appeal,  as  the  al- 
^  legation  was  defective  in  not  sufficiently  describing  the 

tenement,  there  not  being  any  statement  either  of  the 
nature  of  the  tenement,  or  of  whom  it  was  held.  The 
sessions,  being  of  this  opinion,  confirmed  the  order  of 
removal,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench.  If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion,  either  that 
the  respondents  ought  to  have  proved  their  case  by 
evidence,  or  that  the  appellants  ought  to  have  been 
admitted  to  contest  the  validity  of  the  order,  examin- 
ation, and  notice  of  chargeability,  or  to  give  evidence 
of  the  settlement  alleged  in  the  second  or  third  ground 
of  their  appeal,  the  appeal  was  to  be  reheard.  If  this 
Court  should,  on  both  points, -be  of  the  contrary  opi- 
nion,.the  order  of  sessions  to  be  confirmed. 


Ingham^  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions*  The 
appellants  could  not  avail  themselves  of  the  alleged 
settlement  of  Matthew  Coliinsorij  because  it  is  too  vaguely 
stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal ;  Rex  v.  The  Justices  oj 
the  Eastern  Division  of  Sussex  (a).  ( Wilkinsofh  contra, 
admitted  this.)  '  Then  the  first  ground  of  appeal  is  insuf- 
ficient, being  also  too  vague  to  apprise  the  respondents 


(a)  Antd,  p.  682. 


of 
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of  the  answer  relied  upon  by  the  appellants.  Objec- 
tionsy  even  on  the  face  of  the  order  of  removal,  must  be 
pointed  out  by  the  notice  of  appeal ;  Rex  v.  Withem^ 
wick  (a) ;  which  is  supported,  in  principle,  by  Regina 
V.  Hockworthy  (J).  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  objection 
here  is,  that  the  justices  have  removed  the  pauper,  no 
settlement  in  the  appellant  parish  appearing.]  That 
objection  is  not  specified.  It  would  be  very  dangerous 
to  admit  such  a  general  form  of  notice.  A  clerical 
error,  of  1/.  for  10/.,  might  be  meant  Respondents 
should  have  such  information  as  will  enable  them  to 
take  advice  whether  they  shall  maintain  or  abandon 
their  order.  Parish  officers  cannot  be  expected  to 
know  every  defect  on  the  face  of  an  order  or  examin-* 
ation  which  might  be  taken  advantage  of  on  such  a 
notice  as  this.  Not  only  is  the  notice  here  too  vague, 
but  it  tends  to  mislead,  for  it  seems  to  point  out  some 
objection  common  to  the  order,  examination,  and  notice 
of  chargeability. 


[18400 

The  QuxKH 

agamtt 
The  Inhabit- 

ants  of 

MiDDLXTOV 

in  TxisDAU. 


fViliinsoth  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  appellants  say  that  this 
examination  is  bad  on  its  face;  and  the  question  is 
whether  it  be  so,  not  formally,  but  for  want  of  any 
ground  for  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices.  I  think  it 
is  bad  on  that  accounti  The  examination  does  not 
shew  a  renting  by  the  pauper's  father  for  any  specified 
time.  The  respondents,  on  notice  of  appeal,  should 
have  given  their  attention  to  this,  and  seen  whether 
they   could   remedy   the   error.     I  think  that  Rex  v- 


(a)  eA.iE.  27S; 


(6)  7  jl.fE.  492*     See  p.  496. 

Withernwick 
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[1840.] 

The  Quiiir 

againit 

The  Inhabit. 

ante  of 

MlDDLSTOH 

ia  TxuDALt. 


Withernmck  (a)  accords  with  our  present  decision.  All 
that  was  there  held  was,  that  appellants  cannot  take 
objections  not  noticed  in  their  statement  of  grounds 
of  appeal,  though  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  order. 
It  is  argued  that  the  defects  alluded  to  by  the  present 
objection  may  be  such  as  are  not  essential.  But  the 
difficulty  is  the  absence  of  statement  in  the  examination; 
on  looking  at  it,  we  cannot  give  the  respondents  credit 
for  more  than  is  set  out;  and  no  jurisdiction  appears. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  concurrcd. 

Patteson  J.  It  may  appear  very  strict,  but  it  is 
best  to  hold  parties  to  the  requisition  of  the  statute. 
There  must  be  an  examination  shewing  what  the  settle- 
ment is.  Here  the  removing  magistrates  have  been 
satisfied  with  a  statement  by  the  pauper  "that  her 
father  gained  a  settlement  in  the  township  of  Middldm 
in  Teesdale "  "  by  renting  and  occupying  a  house  and 
land  of  one  Jacob  Tarn  in  the  said  township,"  "of  the 
yearly  rent  of  10/.,"  without  ascertaining  how  long  or 
when  he  so  rented.  They  might  as  well  have  been 
satisfied  with  a  mere  statement  that  he  was  settled  in 
the  township. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 


(o)  eA,^E.  273. 


Appeal  to  be  reheard  (i). 

(6)  See  the  ncit  case. 


[CASES  IN  HILARY  TfeRM.] 


The  two  following  cases  were  decided  in  Hilary  term, 
1841. 

The   Queen  against  The   Inhabitants  of      [wednetday, 

^  Janwny  20th, 

BrIDOEWATER.  1841.] 

tf^N  appeal  against  an  order  of  justices,  removing  in  a  notice  of 

Henry  Channon  and  his  family  from  the  parish  of  gtat.  4  &  5 

vir  4  c  7fi 
Bridgewater  to  the  parish  of  Compton  Bishop^  both  in  ^  ^jj^  a^nst 

the  county  of  Somerset^  the  session^  quashed  the  order,  ^^^^  ^i^- 

subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  special  case,  in  '°£?'  ^^^l 

J  r  i.  '         ground  of  ap- 

substance  as  follows.  P«^» »  «*^e- 

ment  by  hiring 

The  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard  at  the  fVells  Lent  and  aemce,  the 

^T     •  f  '     1     1     J     1  •  general  rule 

sessions,    1840.     Notice   of  appeal   had    been    given,  is,  that  the  date 
stating,  as  the  grounds,  "  That  the  said  Henry  Channon^  „  well'u^the 
"  the  father,  has  never  been  maintained  by  our  said  parish  SoSd  be*"^' 
of  Compton  Bishop,  but  that  the  said  Henry  Ckannon,  a*^ouie*omit** 
the  father,  has  resided  in  and  obtained  a  settlement  in  *>°8  ?"*^5.^ 

18  bad.    Ifita]>- 

your  said  parish  of  Bridgevoater  by  servitude  therein,  pear  that  the  ap- 

1  .  1    »»  ^T  1       !•    1  t       -        1  1       pell»nt«  could 

the  said  Henry  CJiannon^  the  father,  having  been  the  not  ascertain  it, 

hired  servant  of  Charles  Knight  of  Bridgewater  afore-  loh  *Dmman 

said,  sheriff's  officer,  for  a  period  exceeding  one  year,  tiedakJ.,  that 

and  has  not,  since  such  servitude,  obtained  a  settlement  '***  "tnct  rule 

'  '  may  be  dis- 

in  out  said  paris)i;  and  that  the  said  Henry  Channoti^  pewed  with, 
the  father,  was,  by  such  service  as  aforesaid,  and  now  is,  i>enman  c.  J. 

and  Coleridge 

legally  settled  in  the  said  parish  of  Bridgewater"  J. ;  the  sessions 

On  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  respondents  objected  ther,  under  the' 
that  the  notice  was  insufficient,  "  for  not  stating  the  ofanyI»rticu- 
lime  of  the  service  of  the  pauper  with  Charles  Knight."  ^^crilnlt 
The  Court  were   of  opinion   that   the   objection   was  «he  omission 

^  •'to  specify  It* 

valid,  but  proceeded  to  try  the  case  upon  the  merits,  vitiates  an  eia- 

mination  or  no- 
and   tice  of  appeal. 
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[1841.]      and  decided  that  the  pauper  gained  a  settlement  in 

Bridgeioater  by  hiring  and  service  for  fifteen  months  in 

again$i        1825  and  1826;  and  the  order  was  quashed,  subject  to 

The  Inhabit- 

■nts  of  the  opinion  of  this  Court  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
notice  of  appeal  on  the  above  point.  If  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  grounds  of  appeal  were 
sufficiently  stated,  according  to  stat.  4  &  5  fl^.  4.  c.  76. 
5.81.,  the  order  of  removal  to  be  quashed;  otherwise 
to  be  confirmed. 


Cockbum  and  T.  W.  Saunders  in  support  of  the  order 
of  sessions.  The  whole  objection  to  this  notice  is,  that 
the  date  of  the  service  is  not  stated.  But,  if  a  notice 
states  the  cause  of  appeal,  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth 
all  the  circumstances  of  the  appellants'  case.  Beiy. 
The  Justices  of  Derbyshire  (a)  may  be  cited  on  the  other 
side;  but  there  the  observation  of  Littledale  J.  in  deli- 
vering judgment  was,  that  *^  without  being  informed  of 
the  time  of  service  or  the  name  of  the  master,  the  re- 
spondents would  in  vain  make  inquiries  in  any  populous 
parish  as  to  the  fact  of  the  pauper  having  been  hired 
and  served  in  it."  Here  "  the  name  of  the  master  "  is 
stated.  The  only  object  of  stat  4  &  5  fT.  4.  c.  76. 
5.81.  is,  that  the  respondents  may  have  such  inform- 
ation as  may  enable  them  to  contest  the  appeal  on  the 
merits ;  here  that  is  furnished :  it  was  not  so  in  Bex  v. 
The  Justices  of  Derbyshire  (a),  or  in  Regina  v.  The 
Justices  of  the  Eastern  Division  of  Sussex  (i),  where  die 
notice  was  held  insufficient  It  appears  to  be  now  settled 
that  the  same  rule  of  strictness  applies  to  a  notice  of 

(a)  GA.^E.  885.  (6)  Antd,  p.  682* 

appeal 
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appeal  and  to  an  examination  furnished  under  sect.  79.;      [1841.] 
but  an  examination  which  stated  a  hiring  and  service        *— 

°  The  QuBXK 

to  A,  B.  would  be  circumstantial  enough,  though  it  did        against 

The  Inhabit- 
not  give  a  date.     An  aged  person  might  not  be  able  to   '     ants  of 

fix  the  period  of  the  service;  yet,  if  the  justices  believed 
his  statement,  they  would  be  bound  to  act  upon  his 
examination.  The  notice,  by  sect.  81,  is  to  state  the 
grounds  of  appeal ;  the  time  of  service  is  no  essential 
part  of  the  grounds.  [Coleridge  J.  The  same  may  be 
said  of  the  place,  and  so  that  might  be  omitted.]  The 
place  might  be  material,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing 
that  it  was  not  extra-parochial.  [Coleridge  J.  Time 
might  be  equally  material;  as  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  that  the  pauper  was  unmarried  when  hired. 
The  object  of  notice  is  to  give  some  available  inform- 
ation to  the  respondents.  Suppose,  in  stating  the  place, 
you  merely  mentioned  Nemtoriy  which  is  the  name  of 
many  places  in  England,"]  If  the  time  or  place  were  a 
material  circumstance,  it  ought  to  be  stated  particularly ; 
but  that  is  not  so  in  every  case.  The  degree  of  minute- 
ness  necessary  will  vary  with  circumstances:  in  one 
parish  more  will  be  requisite,  in  another  less ;  and  of 
this  the  sessions  must  judge,  as  was  held  in  Regina  v. 
The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  {Clinton  v.  Birst- 
with)  {a).  No  general  proposition  can  be  laid  down  on 
the  subject.  [Coleridge  J.  If  that  be  so,  have  not  the 
sessions  here  given  judgment  against  you?]  They 
resolved  this  point  as  a  question  of  law,  without  re- 
ference to  the  particular  facts.  If  they  have  acted 
erroneously,  the  Court  will,  at  most,  only  send  the  case 
back  to  them,  not  quash  their  order. 

(a)  Antd,  p.  685. 

Kinglake, 
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[1841.]         Kinglakey  contra*     In  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  the 
_    "Z^       West  Biding  la)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  said  that  there  was 

The  QuxKv  4 

ogaintt       no  oifference.  as  to  strictness  in  the  construction,  be- 

Tbe  Inhabit- 
ants of       tween  an  examination  and  a  statement  of  grounds  of 

appeal.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  That  was  not  a  special 
case,  but  an  application  for  a  mandamus;  and  we 
thought  that  the  sessions  were  bound  to  exercise  their 
own  judgment  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  matter  stated. 
I  think  that,  in  every  case,  each  party  is  bound  to  tell 
the  other  all  he  knows.  The  knowledge  may  be 
different  on  one  side  and  the  other.  The  respondent 
discloses  his  case  by  the  examinations ;  then  comes  the 
i^pellant  and  states  his  ground  of  objection ;  if  in 
doing  so  he  faib  to  specify  time,  the  question  arises 
whether  time  is  material  in  the  case.]  In  Regina  y. 
Middleton  in  Teesdale  {b)  an  examination  shewing  a 
settlement  by  renting  a  tenement  was  held  defective, 
because  it  specified  no  time,  though  the  landlord's  name 
was  mentioned.  [Coleridge  J.  There  the  time  might 
be  material  on  account  of  the  several  statutes  altering 
the  law  as  to  this  head  of  settlement.]  It  would  be 
equally  material  here,  because  stat.  4  &  5  FP.  4.  <;.  76. 
5.  64.  enacts  that  ^^  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this 
act  no  settlement  shall  be  acquired  b^  hiring  and  ser- 
vice, or  by  residence  under  the  same."  [He  was  then 
stopped  by  the  Court] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  that  it  is  necessary,  in 
a  notice  of  this  kind,  to  state  the  time,  as  far  as  the 
parties  know  it.     They  may  not  know  it,  and  that  case 

(a)  Antd,  p.  685.  (6)  Antd,  p.  688. 

may 
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may  require  to  be  considered  differently  from  others. 
But  it  would  be  veiy  dangerous  if  it  were  held  generally 
sufficient  to  give  a  notice  as  vairue  as  that  the  party        agmnsi 

^  ^  ^  ^      ^      Thelnhabit- 

served  John  Smith,  in  Marylebone.  ants  of 

BBiBOKWAna. 

LiTTLEDALB  J.  This  case,  like  Rex  v.  The  Justices 
qf Derbyshire {a)y  is  not  free  from  difficulty;  but  the 
time,  in  a  notice  like  this,  is  almost  as  essential  as 
the  name.  The  service  may-  have  taken  place  thirty, 
years  ago ;  and  the  supposed  master  may  have  left  the 
place  or  be  dead :  but,  if  the  date  is  fixed,  the  respond- 
ents may  perhaps  be  enabled  to  shew  that  the  pauper 
was  not  in  the  place,  or  that  he  was  in  some  other  place, 
at  the  time  in  question.  There  may  be  an  inconve- 
nience in  requiringthese  particulars ;  but  on  the  whole  I 
think  it  is  best  that  both  time  and  name  should  be  given. 
In  some  cases  it  may  be  impossible ;  but  that  may  be  a 
reason  for  dispensing  with  the  strict  rule  in  the  particu- 
lar case. 

Patteson  J.  I  think  both  statements  should  be 
given.  Where  they  are  withheld,  I  suspect  it  is  gene- 
rally an  intentional  omission. 

Coleridge  J.  It  is  against  all  the  authorities  to  say 
that  a  mere  statement  of  the  legal  ground  of  appeal, 
without  the  circumstances,  is  sufficient.  We  must  con- 
strue sect  81  with  reference  to  the  proviso  which  limits 
the  evidence,  on  the  hearing  of  an  appeal,  to  those 
«  grounds  of  removal,  or  of  appeal/'  which  shall  have 

(a)  6  A.  ^E.885. 

been 
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698  [CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 

[IS^l.]      been  '^set  forth  in  such  respective  order,  examination, 
or  statement  as  aforesaid."     Tliis  seems  to  shew  an  in- 

Tbe  Quixir 

9gaintt        tention  that  the  kind  of  case  relied  upon  should  be 

The  Inhabit- 
ants of  Stated,  so  as  to  gite  the  opposite  party  a  power  of  meet- 
ing it  on  the  merits.  I  doubted  at  first  whether  the 
information  here  furnished  was  not  sufficient :  but,  if  we 
are  to  lay  down  a  general  rule,  I  should  say  that  there 
ought  to  be  strict  good  faith,  and  full  information  given : 
and,  as  the  omission  to  fix  a  time  would  often  leave  tlie 
opposite  party  no  means  of  meeting  the  case,  that  the 
statement  should  specify  time.  Still  I  think  that  in 
many  cases  the  sessions  would  do  well  to  constitute 
themselves  judges  of  the  requisite  particularity,^and,  if 
they  thought  that,  in  the  instance  before  them,  inform- 
ation enough  had  been  given,  decide  the  point  of  law 
accordingly. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed  (a). 

(a)  See  the  next  case. 

Alao,  as  to  the  particularity  lequisite  in  a  notice  of  grounds  of  appeal^ 
Begma t.  WhUley  Upper,  \IA.4;E,90. 
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The  Queen  against  The   Inhabitants  of      ^^'^^^'^tui 
Altehnun.  ^®*^-] 

ON  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  removing  "The  copy  of 
eiaminationfy 

Catherine  Bray^  Charles  Bray,  &c.,  from  the  parish  tranimitted 
of  Gwentuq)  in  the  county  of  Cornwall,  to  the  parish  of  i«mona» 
of  AUemun  in  the  same  county,  the  sessions  confirmed  4&^^4, 
the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  a  ^urt ih^'on 
case^  in  substance  as  follows.  **"*  *"■*?  ®^**» 

every  fact  ne- 

Catherine  Bray,  Charles  Bray,  &c.,  children  of  Thomas  <^«««7  ^  g»^e 

the  justices 

Bray,  were  removed  as  above  stated.     The  order  of  jurisdiction  to 

remoTe* 
removal  was  dated  on  January  Sd,  1840,  and  the  notice      Where  the 

of  chargeability  on  the  8th  of  that  month.     Besides  the  shews  all  such 

e:xamination  which  related  to  the  chargeability,  the  only  SSiSoiiesno 

examination  which  accompanied  the  order,  and  related  ™«"i«ri5^» 

'^  'it  cannot  be 

to  the  settlement,  was  the  examination  of  Thomas  Bray,  o^j«<^tod,  on 

*^     appeal,  that  the 

the  father,  which  was  dated  January  1st,  1840,  and  who  evidence  was  in 

fact  inadmissi- 

was  described  in  the  examination  as  a  prisoner  in  the  ble,  iftheob- 
gaol  at  Bodmin.     Eight  grounds  of  appeal  were  then  made  known  to 
set   forth   in  the  case,  as   having  been   stated  by  the  the  M«mSa!.' 
appellants   in  their  notice  of  appeal.    The  first  three  ^'^^h,,^  ^ 
controverted  the  acquiring  of  a  settlement  in  Altemjm,  ^'^l^^f^ 
as  alleged  by  the  respondents ;  the  fourth  and  fifth  set  i>««n  m«ie 
up  later  settlements  elsewhere ;  the  sixth  turned  upon  a  amination, 

rMular  on  the 

want  of  certainty  in  the  examination  of  Bray  as  to  the  faceofit»of 

T    H     irhieh 

ages  of  the  children ;  the  seventh   alleged  a  want  of  was  transmitted 
certainty  in  the  same  examination  as  to  the  time  and  ^^4 '^^5^ 
manner  of  acquiring  a  settlement   in  AUermtn.     The  ^'^^  \ll\ri 

appeal,  the  ap- 
pellanU  offered  to  prove  that  T,  B.,  when  examined,  was  a  convicted  felon  : 
Held,  that  such  evidence  was  irrelevant  if  offered  as  impeaching  the  examination. 

Vol.  X.  S  A  eighth, 
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[1841.]      eighth,  the  only  one  material  to  the  present  decision, 
was  as  follows. 

The  QuxiM 

agairui  <<  Because  the  said  examination  of  the  said  I^omas 

The  Inhabit- 

ants  of  Brcn/f  on  which  the  said  order  was  made,  is  insufficient, 
illegal,  and  without  effect,  and  ought  not  to  have  been 
taken  by  the  said  justices,  he,  the  said  Thomas  Bray^  at 
the  time  of  the  taking  thereof,  being  a  convicted  felon  in 
the  said  gaol  at  Bodmin  in  the  said  county  of  Cornwallj 
and  now  suffering  his  punishment  there.'' 

At  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  appellants  called 
upon  the  respondents,  according  to  the  practice  of  that 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  (a),  to  support  their  order; 
upon  which  the  respondents  objected  that  the  appellants 
had  not  sufficiently  stated  their  grounds  of  appeal  and  ob» 
jection  to  the  settlement,  by  apprenticeship  in  the  appel- 
lant parish,  disclosed  in  the  examination  of  the  pauper. 
Thb  objection  was  argued  by  the  advocates  on  both  sides ; 
and  the  sessions  decided  that  the  notice  of  the  grounds 
of  appeal  was  insufficient  for  this  purpose.  The  appel- 
lants then^  in  support  of  their  last  ground  of  appeal, 
tendered  in  evidence  a  record  purporting  to  be  a  record 
of  the  conviction  of  the  said  Thomas  Brcof  for  felony  at 
the  quarter  sessions  for  Cornwall^  held  on  Slst  De^ 
cember  18S9.  The  sessions  refused  to  receive  this  evi- 
dence; and  the  order  was  confirmed.  No  evidence 
was  offered  on  the  other  grounds  of  appeal.  The  re- 
spondents did  not  seek  to  read  the  said  examination  as 
evidence  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal. 

If  the  sessions  were  right  in  rejecting  such  evidence, 
the  order  of  removal  and  order  of  sessions  were  to  be 
confirmed ;  otherwise  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  quashed, 
and  the  appeal  reheard. 

(«j  The  Bodmin  sessions  for  CbmwaBU 

Sir 
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Sir  fV.  W.  FMett  and  M.  Smith  in  support  of  the      [1841.] 
order  of  sessions*     The  objection  relied  upon  is  not,  on     _ 
any  inround,  relevant  to  the  enquiry  before  the  sessions.        ogaaui 

rr./  .         ,  ,      ,  /  ,    ,     The  InhabiU 

The  question  there  was,  whether  the  pauper  was  settled        anu  of 
and  the  order  good:  it  could  not  be  material  to  the 
decision  on  those  points,  whether  the  magistrates  acted 
rightly  or  not  in  taking  the  examination.     The  only 
provision  as  to  examinations,  in  stat.  4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  76., 
is  sect.  79 ;  and  that  lays  down  no  rule  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  they  shall  be  taken,  or  the  consequences  of 
taking  them  improperly.     IColeridge  J.     Suppose  the 
eammination  had  appeared  not  to  be  upon  oath.]     That 
is  not  the  present  case.     It  does  not  appear  that  the 
magistrates  taking   the  examinations  knew  that  Bray 
was  a  convicted  felon.     [Patteson  J.    The  examination 
is  not  placed  on  the  footing  of  evidence  by  the  statute. 
If,  indeed,  the  convict  were  o£fered  as  a  witness  at  the 
sessions,  an  objection  would  arise,  which  is  not  raised 
here.]    The  examination  is  to  be  used,  not  as  evidence, 
but  as  a  piece  of  pleading  to  inform  the  opposite  party 
what  grounds  of  removal  are  insisted  upon.     The  wit- 
nesses examined  by  the  magistrates  need  not  be  called  at 
the  sessions.     If  Bray  had  been  called  at  the  sessions,  it 
would  have  been  time  enough  then  to  take  any  objection 
to  his  competency.    The  two  examining  justices  ai*e  not 
to  hunt  out  records  of  conviction.     [Coleridge  J.    Sup- 
pose it  had  appeared  that  the  whole  evidence  had  been 
hearsay.]     It  is  not  clear  that  that  would  have  been  an 
objection.     Hearsay  evidence  is  constantly  admitted  in 
these  examinations,  though  it  would  not  be  received  at 
the  sessions :  great  expence  would  be  occasioned  by  ex- 
cluding it  on  the  preliminary  investigation.     The  argu- 

3  A  2  ment 
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[1841.]      ment   for  the .  appellants   would   establish   that  every 


The  QjoEKK 


examination,   upon   evidence  not  good  in  all   points, 

ageintt        woiild  be  a  nullity,  and  the  order  made  upon  it  un- 
TbelnlMbit.  _  "^^  ^ 

anti  of       availing. 

AlAK»MU«. 

Berej  contra.  IF  this  objection  fail,  the  decision  in 
Regina  v.  Middleton  in  TeesdaU  (a)  must  be  overruled. 
There  the  order  of  magistrates  was  held  not  maintain- 
able, because  no  jurisdiction  appeared  by  the  examin- 
ation, and  the  respondents  could  not  go  beyond  it  in 
their  case  at  sessions.  [Lord  Denrnan  C.  J.  I  do  not 
feel  pressed  by  that  case.  But  the  practical  diflS- 
culty  here  is,  whether  the  argument  is  to  be  carried 
so  far  as  to  hold  the  order  bad  if  any  improper  evi- 
dence whatever,  as  hearsay,  has  been  received  by  the 
examining  justices;  for  any  such  piece  of  evidence 
may  have  influenced  them  in  making  the  order.]  If 
the  whole  evidence  was  of  that  character,  the  order 
would  be  invalid.  So,  in  Rex  v.  Luffi  {b\  where  a 
bastard  was  filiated  by  a  married  woman,  if  the  non- 
access  of  the  husband  had  been  proved  by  the  wife 
alone,  the  order  would  clearly  have  been  held  bad. 
Suppose  that  the  two  justices  have  removed  without  any 
examination,  or  without  any  complaint  by  parish  officers, 
and  that  fact  appears ;  surely  the  appellants  may  object 
that  the  very  ground  of  jurisdiction  is  wanting.  If  the 
examinations  do  not  shew  that  the  pauper  is  chargeable 
that  objection  may  be  taken  on  appeal ;  Regina  v.  Black 
CaUerton  (c).  Before  the  act  4  &  5  W.  4.  r.  76.  it  was 
decided  that,  if  an  order  of  removal  appear  to  be  grounded 
on  an  examination  improperly  taken,  the  objection  is 

(a)  Ante,  p.  688.  (6)  S^oif,  193. 

(«)  Ant^  p.  679. 

good 
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good  on  appeal;  Rex  v.  Cdn  St.  AldwMs  {a).     In  the      [1841.] 
present  case  it  is  evident  from  the  dates  that  Bray  was     ^    ~" 

'^  *^  The  Qdxik 

a  convicted  felon  at  the  time  of  the  examination.     In        against 

The  InhabiU 

Rex  V.  TTie  Justices  of  Norfolk  {b)  an  order  of  removal  ants  of 
was  abandoned,  because  liable  to  the  same  objection. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  do  not  think  that  case  has  much 
bearing  on  the  present  It  turned  principally  on  an- 
other point  And  the  order  seems  to  have  been  aban- 
doned because  the  parties  could  not  have  supported  it 
at  sessions.]  Whether  an  order  has  been  made  without 
evidence,  or  on  the  evidence  of  a  witness  who  is  incom- 
petent, the  objection  may  be  taken  on  the  appeal. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  My  impression  at  first  was  op- 
posite to  the  opinion  I  now  entertain.  I  think  the  two 
justices  were  bound  to  take  the  prisoner's  examination, 
unless  it  was  brought  to  their  knowledge  that  he  was  a 
felon  convict  Whether  he  actually  was  convicted  when 
the  examination  was  taken,  we  do  not  know,  though  he 
appears  to  have  been  so  by  relation  of  the  time  of  con- 
viction to  the  first  day  of  the  sessions.  Our  decision, 
that  the  justices  were  bound  to  take  this  examination 
unless  they  knew  at  the  time  that  Bray  was  a  felon 
convict,  is  not  at  variance  with  the  cases.  In  Regina  v. 
Black  CaUerton  (c)  the  fact  of  cbargeability  was  omitted 
in  the  examinations.  In  Regitia  v.  Middlelon  in  Tecs^ 
dale{d)  the  examination  shewed  no  settlement  what- 
ever; therefore  there  was  an  evident  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion. Parties  interested  in  the  order  have  a  right  to 
call  upon  the  justices  to  make  every  thing  which  gives 
them  jurisdiction  appear  on  the  examinations.     Here 

(a)  ^iwT.  S.  a  136.  (b)  SB.Sr  AH.  484. 

(c)  Antd,  p.  €79.  {d)  Antd,  p.  688. 

3  A  S  they 
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[1841.]      they  did  so  as  br  as  they  knew.     The  evidence  stated 
_  ""        was  evidence  which  they  were  bound  to  receive:  the 

The  Qunv  ^ 

ngokut       objection  to  it  would  arise  at  the  sessions,  if  there  ten- 

The  Inhabii* 

anu  of  dered.  Hex  v.  The  JuAicet  of  Norfolk  (a)  shews  bow 
the  case  would  stand  in  this  respeqt.  The  justices 
appear  to  have  had  jurisdiction;  their  order  shews 
chargeability  and  a  settlement,  and  is  made  on  evidence 
which  they  were  obliged  to  receive  as  good,  unless  in* 
formed  to  the  contrary.  The  orders  must  therefore 
be  confirmed. 

LiTTLEOALE  J.  Every  thing  done  by  the  justices 
was  correct,  if  there  was  no  objection  to  the  testimony 
on  which  they  acted ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  they 
had  any  knowledge  of  the  party  having  been  convicted. 
They  might,  indeed,  have  enquired ;  but  no  enquiry 
took  place.  The  examination  was  perfect,  as  far  as 
the  proceeding  went ;  the  case  is  the  same  as  if  they 
had  examined  witnesses  who  afterwards  turned  out  to 
be  interested ;'  and  this  would  clearly  be  no  objectioD  to 
the  examination. 

Patteson  J.  The  appellants  do  not  shew  in  their 
notice  of  grounds  of  appeal,  nor  does  it  appear  other- 
wise, that  the  two  justices  knew  of  this  objectk>n :  there- 
fore the  examination  is,  on  the  face  of  it,  good.  It 
states  that  the  party  was  a  prisoner  in  Bodmin  gaol; 
but  he  may  have  been  merely  committed  for  trial 
Eegina  v.  Black  CaUerton  {b)  was  a  different  case ;  for 
there  a  palpable  omission  appeared  in  the  examinations; 
the  pauper  must  have  been  chargeable,  or  the  magis- 
trates could  not  have   had  jurisdiction;   evidence  of 

(a)  SB,  ^  Aid,  484.  (6)  Aotd,  p. 679. 

that 
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that  fact  must  have  been  received;  and  the  whole  evi-     [1841.] 
dence  oaght  to  have  been  set  out  (a).    That  was  the       

®       .  .  The  Qunv 

ground  of  decision.  The  record  of  conviction  here  gives  agabut 
a  date  prior  to  that  of  the  examination ;  but  that  may  be  ants  of  * 
by  relation  to  the  first  day  of  the  sessions.  And,  how-  ^"•**^- 
ever  this  might  be,  I  am  not  sure  that  the  proceeding  of 
the  justices  was  wrong.  The  objection  to  this  evidence 
applies  only  to  the  proceeding  at  sessions.  The  record 
of  conviction  would  have  been  of  use  when  the  witness 
was  produced  there ;  but  the  attempt  here  is  to  make  it 
bear  upon  the  examination.  Having  never  attended 
sessions,  I  do  not  know  what  the  practice  was  formerly 
in  cases  of  this  kind,  and  whether,  if  respondents  were 
prepared  with  good  evidence  on  the  hearing  of  an 
appeal,  it  could  ever  have  been  objected  that  the  case 
was  proved  by  improper  evidence  before  the  removing 
justices ;  but  now, .  under  stat.  4  &  5  ]^.  4.  c.  76.,  the 
ground  of  removal  is  to  appear  by  the  examinations 
transmitted  with  the  order :  here  it  does  so  appear,  and 
no  objection  to  the  examinations  is  shewn. 

Coleridge  J.  I  think  the  objection  taken  at  ses- 
sions was  not  relevant.  It  is  decided,  now,  that  every 
thing  requisite  to  make  the  removal  valid  must  appear 
on  the  order  and  examinations ;  and  that  rule  was  com- 
plied with  here.  But,  assuming  that  appellants  may 
shew  at  the  sessions,  not  only  that  the  examinations,  on 
the  face  of  them,  do  not  justify  the  removal,  but,  even 
where  that  is  not  so,  that  the  examination  was  in  fact 
irregularly  taken,  nothing  wrong  appears  in  this  case. 
The  witness  Bray  was  prim&  Facie  competent.   The  two 

(a)  Bq^na  ▼.  (hUwdi,  9X  4r  £•  SSe. 
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[1841.]      justices  went  to  him  in  the  gaol;  but  it  is  net  stated 

that  they  had  any  proof  of  his  conviction.     Then  they 

Qgainu        were  bound  to  examine  him^    The  case  is  like  that  put 
The  Inhabit- 
ante  of        by  my  brother  Liitledalef  of  an  order  made  on  the  eiui- 

mination  of  witnesses  who,  by  subsequent  proo(  are 

shewn  to  have  been  interested.     The  incompeteDc;  so 

established  is  of  no  consequence  as  to  the  examination: 

the  magistrates  were  bound  to  take  it  at  the  time;  and 

their  order  was  rightly  made. 

Orders  confirmed. 


^^^l  The  Queen  against  The  Inhabitants  of 

Fladbury. 

A  cue  from       /^N  appeal  aetainst  an  order  for  the  removal  of  I/misa 

the  quarter  V-r  ° 

sessions  stated  Berrifigiofij  from  the  parish  of  All  Saints  in  the 

tioes  being  borough  of  Evesham  in  the  county  of  Worcester^  to  the 

mopinionrthe  pa^sh  of  Fladbivry  in  the   same  county,  the  sessions 

a^awdng  vote  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  following  case. 

in  favour  of  the       \^  x%\\   the  father  of  the  pauper  rented  under  a 

order,  which  ^     ^ 

was  confirmed    verbal  agreement,  and  occupied  for  a  year,  a  cottage, 

accordingly;  °  ^  ^ 

that  on  the  fol-  yard,  and  garden,  for  which  he  paid  10/. ;  but  incladed 

lowing  day  the    .  .   ,         /.  i.  .        .         j 

appellants'         m  the  taking  was  a  right  of  ferry  over  the  river  AxfX^ 

tel^Tagainst     from  the  river  bank  of  the  premises  in  question  to  the 

the  decWon°     opposite  bank  of  the  river  in  the  parish  of  Croptkorne* 

*'"**'J*S «..    The  use  of  the  ferry-boat  and  line  was  also  included, 
question    was  ^ 

then  argued  on 

both  sides,  and  that  the  justices  then  present  *<  determined  to  adhere  to  *'  the  former  deo- 

ston :  Held,  that,  although  the  proceeding  on  the  first  day  was  irregular,  this  Court  would 

not  assume  that  the  decision  on  the  second  day  was  not  a  judgment  upon  the  merits. 

Pauper  rented  a  cottage  and  premises,  including  a  ferry  with  the  use  of  a  boit  and 

line,  across  an  adjoining  river.     The  premises,  without  the  ferry,  were  not  worth  10^  * 

year.     Held,  that  the  ferry  might  be  included  in  order  to  make  up  the  necessaiy  value ; 

and  that,  supposing  the  boat  and  line  to  be  distinct  personal  chattels,  the  Court  would  not 

presume  that  the  value  of  the  tenement  would  be  insufficient  without  them,  upon  a  case 

reserved  which  did  not  shew  such  insufficiency. 

The 
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The  emoluments  of  the  ferry  were  derived  partly  from 
sums  paid  in  gross  in  lieu  of  tolls,  and  partly  from  spe- 
cific tolls,  which  were  paid  sometimes  on  the  Fladbury 
side,  sometimes  in  the  course  of  the  transit,  and  some- 
limes  on  the  Cropthome  side.  The  cottage,  yard,  and 
garden  were  not  worth  10/.  per  annum  alone;  and  it  was 
contended  by  the  appellants'  counsel  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, *'  the  value  of  the  ferry,  &c ''  could  not  be 
called  in  aid  to  augment  the  value  of  the  tenement  in 
FUtdbury.  The  sessions  held  otherwise.  A  difference 
of  opinion  arising  on  the  bench,  as  to  whether  the  pre- 
mises, together  with  the  ferry,  were  of  10/.  value  by  the 
year,  an  equal  number  of  magistrates,  including  the 
chairman,  voted  on  each  side ;  upon  which  the  chair- 
man, with  the  assent  of  all  the  magistrates,  except  one, 
gave  a  casting  vote  in  favour  of  confirming  the  order, 
and  it  was  confirmed  accordingly.  On  the  following 
morning  the  appellants'  counsel,  having  discovered 
how  the  decision  had  been  given,  protested  against  its 
legality ;  **  the  question "  was  argued  by  counsel  on 
both  sides ;  and  the  ipagistrates  then  present,  not  being 
entirely  the  same  as  those  who  had  so  voted  on  the 
previous  evening,  **  determined  to  adhere  to  the  deci- 
sion of  the  preceding  day."  If  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  decisions  of  the  sessions  were  correct, 
then  the  order  was  to  be  confirmed ;  otherwise  to  be 
quashed. 


18S9. 

The  QnSKir 

againtt 
Tki%  Inhabit- 
ants of 

FXADBVKT.  ' 


KeUjf  and  DamviUe  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
However  irregular  the  proceedings  of  the  first  day  may 
have  been,  they  were  cured  by  a  regular  judgment  of  the 
majority  on  the  following  day ;  and  the  case  distinctly 
states  a  decision  of  the  Court  which  must  be  presumed  to 

be 
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1889*        be  regular.   If  the  Court  had  adjourned  till  the  next  day 

by  reason  of  the  want  of  unanimity,  they  could  only  hare 

againM        done  as  they  did,  that  is.  put  the  question  to  the  vote  a 

TlielnhaMi-  ,     .  '^  ^ 

ants  of       second  time. 

LA  BVft  .  Then  as  to  the  settlement,  a  franchise^  such  as  a 
ferry,  is,  legally  speaking,  a  tenement;  2  Black.  Cam.  17.; 
but,  whether  it  be  or  not,  the  emoluments  of  it  may 
be  added  to  the  cottage  and  premises  for  the  purpose 
of  making  up  the  value ;  Rea  v.  Bubwith  {a).  The  boat 
and  line  are  appurtenant  to  the  ferry ;  but,  if  taken  as 
mere  personalty,  they  may  also  be  added  fin*  the  same 
purpose.  Thus  water  or  windmills,  containing  moveable 
machinery  which  make  up  the  value^  will  give  a  settle- 
ment ;  Eoelin  v.  Rentcombe  {p\  Rex  v.  BuUey  (c)«  At 
all  events,  as  the  value  of  the  boat  and  line  is  not  found 
in  the  case,  this  Court  will  not  deduct  it  from  the  value 
of  the  premises  and  ferry,  as  there  stated.  Where  fur* 
nished  rooms  were  rented  at  \0L  a  year,  and  nothing 
was  found  as  to  the  value  of  the  furniture,  the  renting 
was  considered  sufficient,  in  Rex  v.  Whitechapel  (d)  ;  and 
the  same  was  held  of  a  colliery  let  with  its  live  stock, 
ropes,  &c. ;  Rex  v.  North  Bedbum  {e). 

Whitmore  contra.  The  judgment  griven  on  the  first 
day  was  a  nullity ;  the  chairman  had  no  casting  vote,  nor 
could  the  consent  of  others  give  it  to  him.  The  justices 
ought  to  have  adjourned  till  there  was  a  majority; 
2  NoL  P.  L.  5^6  (g).  This  Court  may  direct  them 
now  to  enter  continuances  for  the  purpose  of  hearing 
the  appeal.     The  proceeding  of  the  next  day  did  not 

(a)  1  Af.  j-  &  514.  (Jb)  S  SaJUc.  536. 

(c)  Bur.  S.  a  107.  (d)  8  Bott,  84.  pi.  1S2.  6Ui  ed. 

(0  CaU.  459.  (g)  4th  ecL 

mend 
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mend  the  defect    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.    If  the  sessions        1889. 

bad  adjudged  that  the  order  of  removal  should  stand, 

because  the  C!ourt  was  equally  divided,  would  not  that        agabut 

The  InlukbiU 

have  been  sufficient?  (a)]      It  would  not;  and,  if  it        ants  of 
would,  that  is  not  what  the  sessions  have  done.     They       '^^'^  * 
have  grounded  their  decision  on  a  majority  illegally 
obtained.    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.     On  the  second  day, 
the  decision  may  have  been  on  the  merits.]     The  only 
point  argued  and  determined  on  the  second  day  was, 
the  legality  of  the  proceeding  on  the  firsL      If  they 
bad  merely  pronounced  a  judgment  without  shewing 
why  or  how  they  had  decided,  this  Court  would  not 
have  enquired  further ;  but  here  they  refer  to  the  opi- 
nion of  this  Court  the  legality  of  the  whole  proceeding. 
As  to  the  settlement,  the  questions  will  be,  1.   Is 
the  ferry  a  tenement?    2.  Had  the  pauper  any  legal 
interest  in  it  ?    S.  Can  it  be  included  in  the  value  ?    A 
ferry  is  a  mere  franchise,  not  lying  in  tenure:  no  in- 
terest in  it,  or  in  the  tolls,  can  pass  without  a  deed; 
and,  therefore,  no  settlement  could  be  gained ;  Rex  v. 
Chipping  Norton  (J),  Rex  v.  North  Dt{field{c).     In  Rex 
V.  Bubmith  {d)  the  sufficiency  of  the  demise  was  assumed. 
Without  a  deed,  the  verbal  grant  operated  as  a  mere 
licence.    Then  part  of  the  grant  was  the  mere  use  of 
personal  chattels,  namely,  the  boat  and  line,  which  can- 
not be  considered  in  estimating  the  annual  rent  or  value 
of  the  house  and  premises ;  2  Not.  P.  L.  34. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.    The  proceeding  of  the  justices 
on  the  first  day  was  no  doubt  irregular.     But,  on  the 

(a)  See  Bex  t.  The  Jtuiicet  of  Monmouthshire,  A  B.^C.  844. ;  Bex  t. 
The  Same,  %B,Jj[C.  1S7. 
(6)  5  Boat,  3S9.  (c)  SM.^S,  S47. 

(rf)   1  Jf.  4*  S,  514. 

next, 
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1889.  next,  the  matter  was  again  discussed,  and  we  cannot 
presume  that  the  judgment  then  pronounced  was  en- 
tirely independent  of  the  merits.    It  does  not  appear  to 


The  Qussw 


Flaoauat. 


The  Inhabit* 

ants  of  have  proceeded  solely  on  the  gound  that  the  first  deci- 
sion was  regular.  Then  as  to  the  settlement,  it  is  found 
that  the  cottage  and  premises  were  not  alone  of  suffident 
value;  but  the  enjoyment  of  the  ferry  and  its  tolls  was 
included  in  the  demise,  and  the  whole  together  made 
up  the  required  value.  As  to  the  boat  and  line,  sup- 
posing them  to  be  distinct  from  the  ferry,  the  case  does 
not  find  their  value;  nor  shew  that,  without  them,  the 
tenement  was  worth  less  than  10^  per  annum.  Bex  ▼. 
WMtechapel  (a)  is  therefore  in  point. 

Pattbsom  (b)  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

S.  Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 

(a)  S  B<M,  84,  pi.  133.  6th  ed. 
(6)  JMOedak  J.  wm  tbient. 
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18S9. 


The  Queen  agamst  The  Inhabitants  of      &ihin%, 

^  June  22d. 

BaiDGEWATER. 

rW  appeal  against  a  rate,  made  on  the  6th  October^  Before  the 

^^^^  g>  posing  of 

1838,  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  gtat.  5&6 
BridgewateTf  in  the  county  of  &m^s^/,  on  the  ground  (Municipil 
that  certain  inhabitants  had  not  been  rated  in  respect  of  A^)*Se*bJ). 
stock  in  trade  producing  profit  within  the  parish,  the  ^«^  ®^^ 
court  of  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Somerset  *^^J^  »?^ 

*  ^  four  justices, 

amended  the  rate  by  inserting  the  names  of  the  parties  but  no  non- 

intromittmnt 

SO  omitted,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  clause.    The 

case  of  which  the  following  are  the  material  facts.  was  wholly' 

The  whole  borough  and  parish  of  Bridgewaier  is  nidiction^ofthe 

within  the  county  of  Somerset.      The  borough   has  a  ^"g^oigh 

recorder  and  quarter  sessions  under  stat.  B  &  6  W.  4.  P^  °°^y  ^"^ 

^  withm  the  bo- 

c.  76.  (Municipal  Corporation  Act.)     Before  the  pass-  rough ;  and 

^  both  parish  and 

mg  of  that  act,  the  borough  had  justices  of  its  own,  and  borough  were*  » 

-  .  .  within  the 

a  separate  court  of  quarter  session,  but  no  non-intro-  county  of  & 
mittant  clause  in  its  charter.    The  ancient  borough  con-  ,tion  of^thaV 
tained  a  part  only  of  the  parish ;  but  the  jurisdiction  of  ^^JlSsh^ 
the  borough  justices  was  co-extensive  with  the  pa^'ish.  ''"A'^^tte*** 
The  boundaries  of  the  boroush  were  altered  by  the  boundary  of 

®  •'the  borough, 

above  act.    They  now  exclude  some  parts  of  the  parish,  and  neither  the 

...     -  -  ,.   .    .  .  ,  mi  recorder,  nor 

ana  include  parts  of  some  adjommg  parishes.    The  grant  the  borough 
of  a  quarter  sessions,  by  letters  patent,  is  dated  10th  June^  any  jurisdiction 

over  the  rest 
of  the  pariah.  Since  that  act,  there  were  separate  quarter  sessions  and  seven  justices  fur  the 
borough.  The  oTerseers  of  the  parish  made  one  poor-rate  for  the  whole,  which  was  duly 
aUowed  by  justices,  both  of  the  county  and  borough.  An  inhabitant  and  occupier  of  land 
in  the  part  out  of  the  borough  appealed  against  the  rate,  on  the  ground  that  certain 
inhabitants  of  the  part  within  the  borough  were  not  rated  in  respect  of  stock  in  trade. 

Held,  that  the  county  sessions  bad  jurisdiction  to  try  the  appeal,  and  to  amend  the  rate 
by  inserting  the  stock  in  trade;  for  that  the  county  justices  had  jurisdiction  by  virtue  of 
1  G.  4.  c.  36.,  before  the  passing  of  stat.  5  &  6  fT.  4.  c  76.  ;  and  sect.  Ill  of  the  latter 
act  excludes  their  jurisdiction  only  where  the  borough  was  before  exempt  from  it. 

Vol.  X.  SB  6  »^. 4. 
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18S9.        6  W.  4.     It  assigns  the  recorder  to  be  the  King's  justice 
/~  to  inquire  of  and  hear  and  determine  all  felonies,  mis- 

Tbe  QuKKN  ^  ^ 

againMt       demeanours,  crimes,  and  offences  committed  in  die  bo- 

The  Inhabit 

aiiu  of  rough.  Neither  borough  justices  nor  recorder  have  any 
jurisdiction  beyond  the  new  limits  of  the  borough.  Before 
the  passing  of  the  above  act,  the  borough  had  only  four 
justices ;  but  at  the  time  of  this  appeal  there  were  seven, 
and  the  borough  was  divided  into  two  wards.  The  ap- 
pellant lives,  and  the  whole  of  the  land  for  which  he  is 
rated  is  situate,  in  that  part  of  the  parish  which  is  without 
the  limits  of  the  borough.  The  persons,  whose  stock  in 
trade  has  been  omitted  out  of  the  rate,  are  inhabitants 
of  that  part  of  the  parish  which  lies  within  the  borough, 
and  their  stock  is  wholly  within  thi^t  part  The  rate 
was  allowed  by  two  justices  of  the  county,  and  three  of 
the  borough.  The  parts  of  the  rate  which  apply  to 
inhabitants  within  the  borough  are  distinct  firom  those 
which  apply  to  the  inhabitants  residing  without  the 
borough ;  but  the  whole  is  only  one  rate,  and  is  signed 
and  allowed  once  at  the  foot  of  the  whole.  One  rate 
has  been  hitherto  made  for  the  whole  parish,  and  it  has 
been  the  practice  to  rate  stock  in  trade  and  ships. 
The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were, 

1.  Whether  the  county  sessions  had  jurisdiction  to 
try  the  appeal  ? 

2.  Whether  the  inhabitants  were  rateable  in  respect 
of  stock  in  trade? 

If  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  both  questions  should 
be  in  the  aflSrmative,  the  order  was  to  be  confirmed.  If 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  sessions  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  amend,  but  had  jurisdiction  to  quash 
either  the  whole  rate,  or  the  parts  applying  to  persons 
residing  without  the  borough,  and  that  stock  is  rate- 
able, 
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able,  the  rate  was  to  be  quashed  accordingly.     If  the        1839. 

opinion  of  the  Court  should  be  that  the  sessions  had  no       

jurisdiction  either  to  amend  or  quash,  the  rate  was  to       agatmi 

,  A  ■,  The  Inhabit- 

oe  connrmed.  ants  of 

Beidgewatbk. 

Bere  and  JIf.  Smifhj  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
Since  Regitia  v.  Lumsdaine  {a)  the  question  as  to  the 
rateability  of  stock  in  trade  must  be  considered  as  settled. 
[This  was  conceded  on  the  other  side.]  Then  the  only 
questions  remaining  are,  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
county  sessions,  or  their  power  to  amend  the  rate.  It 
is  clear  that  no  appeal  lay  to  the  borough  sessions, 
because  the  appellant  resides,  and  is  rated  in  respect  of 
proper^,  out  of  the  borough.  If,  therefore,  the  county 
justices  have  no  jurisdiction,  the  appellant  has  no  remedy. 
The  power  of  the  county  sessions  must  be  ascertained 
by  reference  to  the  old  statutes,  as  controlled  or  altered 
by  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act.  Seqt.  8  of  48  Eliz. 
€.  2.  gave  to  the  head  officers  of  corporations,  being 
justices  of  the  peace,  the  same  powers  within  the  limits 
of  their  jurisdictions  as  the  county  justices  in  the  exe- 
cution of  that  act,  and  prohibited  other  justices  from 
intermeddling.  As  the  whole  parish  was  formerly 
within  the  liberty,  and  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
borough  justices,  this  act  operated  as  a  sort  of  pe  in** 
tromittant  clause;  Bejp  v.  The  Justices  of  Essex  {b) :  and 
the  county  sessions  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  an  appeal 
against  a  rate  for  the  parish.  Then  17  6. 2.  c.  88.  s.  5. 
provided  that,  in  corporations  not  having  four  justices, 
the  party  aggrieved  by  a  rate  might  appeal  to  the 
county  sessions.      As    there   were    four    justices    at 

(a)  Ante,  157.  But  see  the  temporary  act,  S  &  4  yiet.  c,  89.,  which 
prohibits  rating  any  inhabitant,  as  such,  in  respect  of  his  ability  derived 
from  the  profiu  of  stock  in  trade. 

(6)  5M.^S.  51S,  515. ;  per  Lord  EUenJborough. 

3  B  2  Bridge^ 
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1839.        Bridge'aoatei'j  this  statute  made  no  alteration.     Then 

~~       Stat    1  G.  4.  c*  36.  gave  the    party  the   option  of  an 

ogainMi       appeal    to   the    county  sessions,   in    corporations  not 
The  Inhabit.    ,       .  ^  ...  .     .  ^.    . 

ants  of       having  more  than  six  justices,   nor  jurisdiction  over 

two  or  more  parishes  or  wards.  The  effect  of  this 
was  to  give  the  county  sessions  jurisdiction  over  ap- 
peals from  rates  in  this  borough.  Then  is  there 
any  thing  in  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  or  in 
the  charter,  to  take  this  jurisdiction  away,  which 
( Blankley  v.  WinstanUy  (a) )  can  only  be'done  by  express 
words  ?  By  sect.  7  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act 
the  boundary  of  Bridgewater  is  made  to  correspond 
with  that  established  by  2  &  S  fF.  4.  c.  64.  (Parlia- 
mentary Boundary  Act) ;  and  by  sect.  8  the  part  of  the 
parish,  excluded  from  the  new  borough,  is  thrown  into 
the  county.  This  exclusion  from  the  borough  is  still 
further  confirmed  by  stats.  6  &  7  fT.  4.  c.  I  OS.  and  1  VidL 
c.  78.  s.  SO.  The  appellant  is  therefore  more  completely 
separated  from  the  borough  than  he  was  before.  Then 
sect  11 1  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  provides 
that  no  part  of  a  borough,  for  which  a  separate  court 
of  quarter  sessions  is  holden,  shall  be  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  justices  of  the  county,  Jrom  whiA  such 
borough  was  exempt  before  the  passing  of  the  act.  Bridge- 
water/ vf  as  not  exempt  before;  therefore  the  county 
jurisdiction  is  not  excluded  since  the  act  The  fact  that 
there  are  now  seven  justices  for  the  borough  is  not 
material ;  for  stats.  1 7  6.  2.  c.  S8.  and  1  6. 4.  c.  96. 
evidently  contemplate  justices  who  can  sit  at  a  quarter 
sessions ;  whereas,  under  the  new  system,  the  recorder 
alone  is  the  judge  (sect.  105  of  5  &  6  ^.4.  c.  76.).  Nor 
is  the  recorder  a  "  head  officer  '*  of  a  town  &c.  within 

(a)  S  r.  R.  279. 

sect. 
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sect  8  of  Stat.  4S  Eliz.  c.  2. ;  for  sect.  57  of  the  Muni-        1839. 

cipal   Corporation   Act  gives   the  mayor  precedence. 

But,  whatever  be  the  effect  of  that  act  upon  appeals  by        as^ifui 

Thelnhabiu 

inhabitants  within  the  borough»  neither  the  recorder        ants  of 

...  nil  1       ■  BaiDOKWATXK. 

nor  the  justices  of  the  borough  have  any  power  to  try 
an  appeal  for  a  grievance  without  its  limits.  Sect  9  of 
43  Eliz,  c.  2.  provides  for  some  cases  where  a  parish 
lies  partly  within  and  partly  without  a  liberty,  but  does 
not  apply  to  this  case.  With  respect  to  the  power  of 
amendment,  stat.  41  G.  3.  c.  23.  5. 1.  gives  the  power  to 
insert  or  alter  in  any  manner  that  shall  be  thought 
necessary  for  giving  relief.  The  alteration  therefore 
has  been  properly  made,  unless  the  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that  no  such  power  can  be  exercised  over  so 
much  of  the  rate  as  concerns  the  part  of  the  parish 
within  the  borough ;  in  which  case,  if  the  rate  be  di- 
visible, it  must  be  quashed  as  to  the  part  out  of  the 
borough. 

Sir  J.  Campbell f  Attorney  General,  and  Kir^lake, 
conttk.  This  is  probably  a  casus  ombsus;  and  aa 
appeal  lies  neither  to  the  borough  nor  the  county' 
sessions,  because  the  rate  is  entire  for  the  whole  parish, 
and  neither  has  jurisdiction  any  longer  ovef  the  whole. 
But  it  is  enough  at  present  to  shew  that  the  county 
sessions  has  no  jurisdiction.  The  persons  and  property 
omitted  are  both  wholly  within  the  borough.  The 
negative  words  used  in  sect.  8  of  stat.  Eliz.  exclude  the 
county  justice ;  Rex  v.  St.  Mary^  TauiUan  (a),  Rex 
V.  Justices  of  Essex  (i).  The  borough  was  therefore 
exempt  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  II 1  of  5  &  6  fT.  4. 
c.  76.,  although  there  happened  to  be  only  four  justices 

(a)  1  Sotif  265.  (6)  SM.^8.  51S. 

3  B  3  within 
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18S9*       within-the  borough  at  the  time  of  passing  the  act  Then, 
"~  by  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  sect  105,  the  re- 

agtmui       corder  has  cognizance  of  all  matters  coffnizable  by  any 

The  Inlmbit-  ^  .       °  ,     .    , 

ante  of  quarter  sessions,  notwithstanding  his  being  sole  judge. 
The  act  1*6.  4.  c*  36.  is  therefore  impliedly  repeiM 
by  this  provision ;  and  the  recorder  now  stands  in  the 
position  of  the  justices  of  a  corporation  under  sect  8  of 
48  JEliz.  c.  2.  Consequently,  the  parish  is  divided  be- 
tween the  two  jurisdictions,  and  the  entire  rate  is  not 
within  the  cognizance  of  either.  The  borough  sessions 
cannot  examine  the  rate  upon  persons  in  thecoanty; 
nor  the  county  sessions  intermeddle  with  the  rate  in  the 
borough.  To  give  the  county  sessions  jurisdictioD,  the 
whole  parish  must  be  within  the  county.  According  to 
Res  V.  Butler  (a)  both  sets  of  justices  must  concur  In  the 
allowance  of  the  rate :  and  it  would  be  an  anomaly  that 
the  appeal  against  it  should  be  only  to  one  set  The 
rate  cannot  be  divided  between  the  two  portions  of  the 
parish;  Rex  v.  Gordon  (b);  except  where  the  legislatare 
has  legalised  such  a  practice ;  stat  59  6.  S.  r.  95.  The 
division  of  parishes  between  two  jurisdictions  has  {re- 
sented difficulties  in  other  cases  which  the  legblatarehas 
been  obliged  to  obviate;  as  in  the  case  of  county  rates; 
Stat.  1  &  2  6.  4.  c.  85.  s.  1.  Section  9  of  43  Eliz.  c.  1 
provides  for  another  similar  case,  but  is  inapplicable  to 
this.  In  Res  v.  Weston  {c)  it  was  held  that  the  inha- 
bitants of  the  whole  of  a  parish,  situate  in  two  countieSf 
could  not  be  indicted  for  the  want  of  repair  of  a  part 
lying  in  one  county,  but  the  inhabitants  of  that  part 
only  should  be  indicted.     IPatteson  J.     That  case  is 

(a)  4  Sum*$  Justice,  161.  tit,  {D'Oyljfi  mUumi*9^) 
(6)  IB^tAkU  524.  (c)  4  Burr.  8507. 

overruled 
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overruled  by  Be^  v.  Clifion  (a).]     The  decision  is  over-        18S9. 

ruledy  but  not  the  principle  on  which  it  is  founded,  viz.     J~l 

,,  The  QuiKM 

that  neither  county  has  jurisdiction  over  part  of  a  parish        against 

The  InhabiU 

in  the  other.  Rex  v.  Clifton  (a)  decides  only  that  pa^  ants  of 
riskioners  may  be  indicted,  though  they  live*  in  another 
county;  and  that  the  question  was  not  one  of  locality. 
Here  the  rate  is  entire,  and  cannot  be  divided  between 
two  jurisdictions.  Suppose  the  parish  lay  in  two  coun- 
ties ;  to  which  sessions  must  the  appeal  against  a  rate  be  ? 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Looking  at  the  acts  of  parlia- 
ment in  force  on  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corpor- 
ation Act,  and  at  the  state  of  the  borough  at  that  time, 
it  appears  that  the  county  sessions  then  had  jurisdic- 
tion to  try  appeals  against  a  rate  for  the  whole  of  this 
parish*  By  sect  1 1 1  of  that  act^  places,  not  then  exempt 
from  the  county  jurisdiction,  continue  subject  to  it.  In 
this  case  thete  was  no  such  exemption :  therefore  the 
county  justices  retain  their  jurisdiction.  If  there  be 
any  inconvenience  in  this,  it  must  be  remedied  by  the 
legislature. 

Patteson  J.  (i).  The  decision  of  this  case  depends 
on  the  construction  of  sect  111  of  stat  5  &  6  J^.  4. 
c.  76.  This  parish  was  always  within  the  liberties  of 
the  borough  until  that  act;  and  by  48  Eliz.  c.  3.  the 
appeal  lay  to  the  borough  officer  or  justices.  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  borough  was  untouched  by  stat 
17  G.  2.  r.  98.,  because  it  had  four  justices.  After  stat. 
1  G.  4.  c.  36.  an  appeal  lay  to  the  county  sessions.  The 
eifect  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  coupled  with 

(a)  5  T.  R.  498. 

(6)  JMtledale  J.  was  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court. 

8  B  4  the 
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1889.       the  Boundary  Act,  stat.  2  &  8  FT.  4.  c.  64.,  was  to  de- 

tach  part  of  the  parish  from  the  borough,  both  as  to 

against       locality  and  jurisdiction.    Then  stat*  5  &  6  ^.  4»  c.  76. 
ante  of        5.  111.  provides,  first,  for  boroughs  to  which  nosepa- 
ftimiBWAnA.  ^^^  court  of  quarter  sessions  shall  have  been  granted; 
secondly,    for   boroughs    in    which    such   a  court  is 
holden ;  and,  in  the  latter  case,  no  part  of  the  bo- 
rough is  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  coont]^ 
*<  from  which  such  borough,  before  the  passing  of  this 
act,  was  exempt."     Now,  if  there  had  been  more  than 
six  justices  in  the  borough  when  the  act  passed,  the 
operation  of  48  Eliz.  c.  2.  5.  8.  would  have  exempted  it 
from  the  county  jurisdiction,  and  then  the  point  would 
have  arisen  which  has  been  noticed  in  the  argument; 
for  the  parish  would  then  have  been  divided  between 
two  exclusive  jurisdictions,  neither  of  them  having  c()g- 
nizance  of  the  whole  rate.    But  the  present  case  is  free 
from  that  difficulty ;  for  the  whole  was  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  county  sessions,  as  to  appeak  against 
rates,  before  and  at  the  passing  of  the  act;  and  there  is 
no  reason  why  it  should  not  remain  so.     The  object  of 
the  act  seems  to  have  been  to  leave  things,  in  this  re- 
spect, exactly  as  it  found  them. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 
&  Rate  confirmed,  as  amended  by  the  sessions* 
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Rand£LL  against  Wheble.  ^'2^'. 

PJASE.     The  declaration,  of  30th  May  1837,  stated  Under  stat 

that  Bichard  TTumas^  on  &c.,  was  indebted  to  plain-  (ami  see  sut.' 
tiffin  a  large  &c.,  exceeding  20/.,  viz.  501.  \  that,  R.  T.  <..  no.  #.  s. 
being  so  indebted,  plaintiff,  for  the  recovery  &c.,  viz.  on  "^^  j  v  .^  ,^ 
20th  February  1837,  sued  out  of  K.  B.  against  the  said  ^^l^l^^^ 
R.T.  a.  capias  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  jB^^sAiW,  bear-  cuiingawritof 

capias  to  arrest 

ing  date  &c.,  viz.  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  com-  on  the  first  op- 

portuni^,  and 

manding  the  sheriff  that  he  should  not  omit&c,  but  enter  an  action  lay 

&c.,  and  take  R.  T.  if  he  should  be  found  in  his  bailiwick,  default  made*''^ 

and  him  safely  keep  until  he  should  have  given  bail  or  tmndaj ofthe 

made  deposit  &c  in  an  action  8cc.,  or  should  by  other  ]|[|^,^j;|^ 

lawful  means  be  discharged  &c.     The  rest  of  the  writ  dwnagehad 

^  resulted  to  the' 

was  set  out,  in  the  form  required  by  stat  2  W.  4.  c.  39.,  pWutiffj  not 

otherwise.     In 

sched.  No.  4.  (a),  and  commanded  the  sheriff  immediately  a  declaration 

after  th'e  execution  thereof  to  return  the  writ  to  K.  B.  with  fault,  it  was  not 

the  manner  in  which  he  should  have  executed  the  same,  le^tionTof  d^ 

and  the  day  of  execution ;  and,  if  the  same  should  re-  SIu  drfendmt 

mam  unexecuted,  then  that  he  should  return  the  same  J*^  not  •rrest 

&c.,  and  wil- 

at  the  expiration  of  four  calendar  months  from  the  date,  ^ullj  neglected 

opportunities 
of  doing  so, 

and  that  the  debtor  did  not  put  in  special  bail  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ, 

whereby  pUintiff  was  delayed  in  the  recovery  of  his  debt,  and  is  likely  to  lose  the  same. 

But  an  aTerment  that  the  sheriff  was  in  default  after  the  writ  was  returnable  would  have 

implied  legal  damage. 

SembUi  that,  on  special  demurrer,  such  declaration  would  have  been  bad  for  not  averring 

that  the  sheriff  had  been  in  default  more  than  eight  days  before  the  coDunencement  of  the 

suit:  but  that,  on  general  demurrer,  it  was  sufficient,  if  the  count  alleged  that  the  debtor 

had  not  put  in  speoal  baU  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ. 

The  declaration  ought  to  havesUted  that  the  writ  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  within  four 

calendar  months  from  the  issuing ;  but,  jemMr,  the  omission  of  such  statement  was  matter 

of  special  demurrer. 

(a)  See  1  &  2  Vid.  c.  1 10.  <.  9.,  and  Sched.  No.  1.  The  body  of  the 
writ  of  capias  there  given,  and  the  memormndum  Umiting  the  time  of  ex- 
ecution, are  substantially  the  same  as  in  the  former  statute,  except  that 
'<  one*'  month  is  substituted  fbr  <*  four.'* 

or 
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18S9.        or  sooner  if  thereunto  required  by  order  of  the  said 
"  Court,  or  by  any  Judge  thereof.    The  count  then  stated 

jB^amjf        the  indorsement  for  bail  for  147/.9  and  that  the  writ  so 
indorsed,  *'  afterwards,  to  wit  on  the  day  and  year  fint 
aforesaid,  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  who  then  and 
from  thence  hitherto  hath  been  and  was,  and  still  is, 
sheriff*'  of  Berks^  to  be  executed.  Averment,  that  22. 71, 
at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  defendant  so 
being  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  and  from  thence  hitherto, 
was  within  the  said  sheriff's  bailiwick,  and  defendaoC, 
as  such  sheriff,  at  any  time  during  that  period,  coold 
and  might  and  ought  to  have  taken  and  arrested  R.  T. 
by  virtue  of  the  writ  at  the  suit  of  plaintiff,  if  he  would 
so  have  done,  whereof  the  now  defendant  during  all  that 
time  had  notice :  and  that,  before  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  and  after  the  delivery  of  the  writ  as  aforesaid 
to  defendant  so  being  and  as  such  sheriff  as  afore- 
said, to  be  executed,  more  than  a  reasonable  time  bad 
elapsed  for  arresting  and  taking  R.  71  under  and  bjr 
virtue  of  the  said  writ     Yet  defendant,  not  regarding 
the  duty  of  his  said  ofiSce,  but  contriving  &c.,  hath  not 
at  any  time,  although  often  requested  so  to  do,  taken 
or  caused  to  be  taken  the  said  A  T.  as  by  the  said  writ 
he  was  commanded,  but  therein  hath  wholly  failed  and 
made  default,  and  hath  wilfully  suffered  and  permitted 
divers  convenient  opportunities  for  arresting  and  taking 
the  said  IL  T.  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  to 
escape  and  pass  by;  and  22.  71  did  not  cause  special 
bail  to  be  put  in  for  him  in  the  said  action,  in  K.  B^ 
according  to  the  exigency  thereof,  or  otherwise  observe 
the  requisition  of  the   said  writ,   but  therein  wholly 
failed  &c.     Whereby  plaintiff  hath  been  and  is  great!/ 
injured  and  delayed  in  the  recovery  of  his  aforesaid 
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debt,  and  is  likely  to  lose  the  same,  and  hath  lost  and        16S9. 
been  deprived  of  the  means  of  recovering  his  costs  and       " 
charges  by  him  &c.,  in  and  about  his  said  suit  against        ^anu* 
the  said  B.  T.^  amounting  together  to  a  large  &c.,  viz. 
100/.     To  the  damage  &g. 

Hea.  lliat  plaintifT  ought  not  further  to  maintain 
&c.,  because  before  the  expiration  of  four  calendar 
months  from  the  date  of  the  said  writ,  and  before  de- 
fendant had  been  required  to  return  the  same  by  order 
of  K.  B.,  or  by  any  Judge  thereof,  or  otherwise^  viss.  on 
15th  June  1887,  by  an  order  of  the  same  date  (die  plea 
then  stated  an  order  made  in  the  cause  by  Coleridge  J.)f 
it  was  ordered  with  the  consent  of  the  attomies  &C., 
and  the  plaintiif,  for  valuable  considerations,  undertook^ 
promised,  and  agreed  with  IL  T.,  that  the  plaintiff  should 
not  execute  or  require  the  execution  or  return  of  the  said 
writ,  and  plaintiff  waived  and  dispensed  with  the  execu* 
tion  and  return  &c.,  and  wholly  discharged  the  defend* 
ant  therefrom ;  whereby,  and  by  means  whereof,  and  the 
procurement  of  plaintiff,  and  according  to  the  course 
and  practice  of  the  said  court,  defendant  was  hindered, 
prevented,  and  discharged,  thenceforth  whilst  the  said 
writ  was  in  force,  from  taking  or  causing  to  be  taken 
the-  said  iZ.  T.  as  by  the  said  writ  he  was  commanded ; 
and  it  from  thenceforth  became  unnecessary  and  im-* 
proper  for  the  defendant  or  22.  7*.  to  cause  special 
bail  to  be  put  in  for  JB.  T.  in  the  said  action  &c.,  ac- 
cording to  the  exigency  thereof,  or  to  otherwise  observe 
the  requisition  of  the  said  writ ;  and  defendant  and  JR.  T» 
were,  by  the  means  and  procurement  of  plaintiff,  from 
thenceforth  wholly  hindered,  prevented,  and  dbcbarged 
from  so  doing  as  they  might  and  otherwise  would  have 
donck"     Verification. 

Replication. 
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i  839.  Replication.    That,  after  the  delivery  of  the  writ,  duly 

'  indorsed  &c.,  to  wit  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to 

agaifut        defendant  to  be  executed,  and  before  the  said  expiratioa 
Wbulx; 

of  four  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  the  said  writ, 
to  wit  from  the  date  of  the  said  writ  hitherto,  R  T, 
was  within  the  said  sheri£F's  bailiwick,  and  defendant, 
as  such  sheri£F,  at  all  times  during  that  period  could  and 
might  have  taken  and  arrested  22.  7*.  by  virtue  of  the 
said  writ  at  the  suit  of  plaintiff,   whereof  defendant 
during  all  that  time  had  notice  as  in  the  declaration 
mentioned.     And  that,  defendant  having  wholly  nq[- 
lected  and  refused  to  take  and  arrest  B,  T.  for  a  long 
und  unreasonable  time  after  he  had  such  notice  as  last 
aforesaid,  plaintiff  commenced  and  prosecuted  against 
defendant  the  present  action,  and  proceeded  to  declare 
therein  against  the  now  defendant  for  the  cause  in  the 
declaration  and  in  this  plea  aforesaid.    And  that  no 
such  order,  undertaking,  promise,  or  agreement,  as  in 
the  last  plea  mentioned,  ever  was  made  until  afterwards 
and  long  after  the  happening  of  all  the  matters  above 
in  this  replication  mentioned.     Verification. 

General  demurrer  and  joinder.  The  ground  of  de- 
murrer stated  in  the  margin  of  the  paper-book  was, 
that  the  defendant  had  four  calendar  months  in  which 
to  arrest  JR.  T.  unless  ruled  to  return  the  writ  pre- 
viously, and  therefore  that,  he  being  discharged  from  ex- 
ecuting the  writ  before  any  return  of  it,  no  action  would 
lie.     The  demurrei*  was  argued  in  this  vacation  (a)> 

Qmling  for  the  defendant.  There  is  no  doubt  that, 
if  a  good  cause  of  action  had  accrued  before  the  order 

(a)  June  SOUi.     Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtleddk,  Pattaon,  tod 
WiiSamtJu. 

of 
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of  Coleridge  J.  was  made,  that  order  did  not  devest  it.       1839. 

The  plea  puts  the  Court  in  possession  of  all  the  facts,       

which  shew  that,  if  the  plaintiff  here  recovers,  a  sheriff  j^auut 
may  be  rendered  liable  for  negligence  in  not  executing 
a  writ  which  he  has  not  been,  and  never  can  be,  called 
upon  to  return.  Since  stat*  2  ^  4.  c.  39.,  an  action 
for  not  executing  a  writ  of  capias  does  not  lie  against 
the  sheriff  till  the  expiration  of  four  calendar  months 
from  the  date,  or  till  he  shall  have  been  required,  by 
order  of  the  Court  or  a  Judge,  to  return  the  writ. 
Formerly,  an  omission,  before  the  return  day,  to  arrest, 
did  not  render  the  sheriff  liable  unless  he  had  not  only 
had  an  opportunity  of  arresting,  but  also  failed  in  pro- 
ducing the  defendant  at  the  return  day,  or  some  special 
damage  had  arisen.  The  general  law  on  the  subject, 
before  the  statute,  is  stated  by  De  Grey  C.J.  in 
Hawkins  v.  Plomer  (a) :  *<  In  arrests  upon  mesne 
process,  it  is  sufficient  if  the  sheriff  brings  in  the  body 
on  the  day  of  the  return ;  and  therefore  in  No^y  72  (b)^ 
a  distinction  is  taken,  that  in  actions  for  escape  on 
mesne  process  the  writ  shall  surmise  that  ad  largum  ire 
permisity  et  non  comparuit  ad  diem :  on  process  of  exe- 
cution ad  largum  ire  permisit  is  sufficient.  And  so  are 
the  precedents.'*  The  sheriff's  duty  under  the  new 
act,  2  Wi^.  c.  39.,  appears  by  the  form  of  a  capias  in 
the  schedule.  No.  4.,  which  shews  that,  if  there  has 
been  no  arrest  or  order,  the  expiration  of  four  calendar 
months  is  the  return  day.  The  averment  in  the  de- 
claration, that  bail  was  not  put  in  according  to  the  exi- 
gency of  the  writ,  is  unmeaning,  or  at  any  rate  cannot 
imply  that  the  four  calendar  months  had  elapsed ;  for 

(a)  S  JF.  BL  1048. 

(6)  The  Sheriff'^  NbtHngham's  Cax^  Not^s  Rep.  72. 

the 
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1839.  the  record  shews  the  contrary.  It  may  be  contmicled 
,!  that  the  words  "  omit  not"  &c.,  **  but  that  you  enter" 
^«fMr       8tc.,  *<  and  take  C.  D.  of if  he  shall  be  found  in 

Wbouu 

your  bailiwick/'  mean  that  an  absolute  duty  is  imposed 

upon  the  sheriff  of  arresting  in  a  reasonable  time;  but 
in  Bramn  v.  JarvU{a)y   which  may  be  cited  for  the 
plaintiff.  Lord  Ahinger  C.  B.  said  that  it  was  not  con- 
templated, in  framing  this  writ,  to  alter  the  sheriff's 
responsibility.     And,  before  the  statute,  it  was  so  &r  his 
duty  to  arrest  at  the  first  opportunity,  that  if  he  had  not 
done  so  he  might,  on  that  ground,  have  been  liable  to  an 
action  after  the  return  day,  if  the  defendant  had  not  then 
appeared.     A  liability  would  have  attached  before  the  re- 
turn day,  in  the  case  of  a  neglect  causing  actual  damage, 
as  if  the  defendant  had  died  in  the  meantime.    Bat  the 
duty  imposed  by  the  writ  was,  to  have  the  defendant 
ready  to  be  produced  at  the  return.     The  law  and 
authorities  on   this   point,  before  the  statute,  appear 
in  Posieme  v.  Hanson  (&),  and  note  (4)  to  the  same 
case  (c) ;  and  the  statute  does  not  make  any  change 
as  to  the  duty  of  producing  the  defendant  at  the  re- 
turn.    Assuming  that  the  sheriff,  although  not  ruled, 
might   be  bound   to  arrest  and   have  the    defendant 
ready  before  the  return  day,  still  the  declaration  is  de- 
fective in  alleging  only  that  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit  "  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  "  for  arrest- 
ing, yet  defendant,  though  he  had  opportunities,  did  not 
arrest.     By  the  new  form  of  capias,  the  sheriff,  on  exe- 
cuting the  writ,  is  to  give  the  defendant  notice  to  put  m 
special   bail  within  eight  days.      It  should  have  been 
averred  that  the  sheriff  omitted  to  arrest,  having  an  op- 

(a)  \M.iW.  704.     See  p.  711.     S.  C.  Tyr,  ^  G.  1033. 
(6)  2  Sound.  59.  (c)  3  Wmt.  SauntL  61  a. 

portunitj, 
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portunity,  and  that  bail  was  not  put  in  for  eight  days        1889. 
afterwards,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit        """" 

Rawdbll 

In  Broom  v.  Jarvis  (a)  Lord  Jbinger  C.  B.,  in  delivering  agmn^ 
judgment,  said,  <'  If  it  had  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  de- 
claration that  the  plaintiff  had  not  sustained  any  damage 
fi-om  the  sheriff ^s  negligence,  the  judgment  must  have 
been  arrested ;  and  I  do  not  think  the  plaintiff  could  have 
maintained  the  action  without  proof  of  actual  damage." 
But  he  concluded  that,  on  the  declaration  before  the 
Court,  the  plaintiff  appeared  to  have  sustained  a  damage 
from  the  defendant's  negligence.  And  in  fact  a  special 
damage  was  averred,  namely,  that  the  debtor,  being  at 
large,  met  with  an  accident  which  would  not  have  be- 
fallen him  if  he  had  been  in  custody,  by  reason  of 
which  he  died.  Here  no  damage  is  particularly  alleged. 
And  there  it  was  averred  that  the  defendant  might  have 
arrested  the  debtor  after  the  delivery  of  the  writ,  and 
more  than  eight  day^  before  his  death. 

Bere^  contra.  The  real  question  in  Broom  v. 
Jarvis  {a)  was,  whether,  under  stat  2  W.  4.  c,  89.,  the 
sheriff  was  bound  to  execute  the  capias  in  a  reason- 
able time;  and  the  Court  ultimately  decided  that  he 
was.  Lord  Abinger  C.  B.  said,  in  delivering  judg- 
ment, <'  We  think  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to 
arrest  the  party  on  the  first  opportunity  that  he  can, 
and,  if  he  does  not  do  so,  that  he  is  guilty  of  negligence, 
and  will  be  liable  for  any  damage  which  may  result 
from  that  negligence."  Many  dicta  to  the  same  effect 
were  thrown  out  during  the  argument ;  and  the  observ- 
ation of  Lord  Abinger  C.  B.,  first  cited  on  the  other 
side,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  upheld  on  the  further 

(a)  \  M.j;  JF.  704.    S.  C.    Tyr,  ^  G.  1033. 

discussion. 
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lSd9.       discussion.     That  case  is  not  distinguishable  from  the 
'       present     As  to  damage,  the  Court  there  took  it  for 

against       granted,  some  injury  being  alleged  in  the  declaratioii, 
that  there  was  a  real  damage.     Here  a  damage  b  al- 
leged and  not  denied ;  the  Court  will  not  enquire  into 
its  nature.    And  it  is  shewn  to  have  arisen  from  neglect 
of  opportunities.    It  is  contended  that  eight  days  should 
appear  to  have  elapsed  between  the  neglect  and  com- 
mencement of  the  action.     If  this  objection  were  of  any 
weight,  the  plaintiff  should  have  leave  to  amend.  Brown 
V.  Jarvis  {a)  was  not  reported  at  the  time  of  the  joinder 
in  demurrer.  But,  in  the  form  referred  to  by  stat.  2  ffli. 
c.  89.  s.  4.,  the  eight  days  count  from  the  *' execution:** 
here  none  took  place ;  there  is  no  time,  therefore,  from 
which  the  days  can  run.     And  in  fact  the  days  are 
mentioned  in  the  schedule  merely  by  way  of  notice  to 
the  defendant.     The  clause  relative  to  them  is  no  part 
of  the  mandate  to  the  sheriff.    He  is  to  take,  and  safely 
keep,  the  defendant,  till  he  shall  have  given  bail.   Where 
no  time  is  prescribed,  a  reasonable  time  is  always  un- 
derstood.     The   memorandum,   *'  This  writ   is  to  be 
executed  within  four  calendar  months  from  the  date 
thereof,"  merely  refers  to  the  enactment  in  sect  10, 
that  no  writ  issued  under  the  act  shall  run  for  more 
than  four  calendar  months  from  the  date.     {Paiteson  J. 
The  writ  requires  the  sheriff  to  return  it,  if  unexecuted, 
at  the  expiration  of  four  calendar  months  from  the  date.] 
In  Jacobs  v.  Humphrey  {b)  an  action  was  held  maintain- 
able for  not  selling  goods  within  a  reasonable  time  be- 
fore the  return  of  a  venditioni  exponas,  though  the 
sheriff  had  not  been  ruled,  and  no  time  appears  to  have 
been  specified  by  the  writ 

(a)  \U.^W.  704.    &  a     Tyr.  ^  G.  1033. 

(b)  2Cro,irM.  413.    S.  C.    4  J^.  272. 

C(niolingj 
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Cowlings  in  reply.    Jacobs  v.  Humphrey  (a)  supports        1839. 


Randkll 


the  argument  for  the  defendant,  for  the  declaration 
there  stated  that  the  sheriff  had  not  the  money  arising  agamti 
from  the  sale  at  Westminster^  &c.,  at  the  return  day  of 
the  writ.  That^case  shews  that  an  actual  ruling  of  the 
sheriff  to  return  the  writ  is  not  necessaiy,  but  that  the 
return  day  must  be  past  before  a  right  of  action  at^ 
taches.  IPatteson  J.  According  to  your  argument  the 
sheriff  may  put  off  the  return  by  his  own  negligence 
for  any  length  of  time  within  four  months.]  The 
plaintiff  may  rule  him  to  return  the  writ.  If  he  makes 
default,  an  action  lies;  that  is,  after  the  eight  days 
have  elapsed,  but- not  immediately  on  the  default.  And 
the  default  of  itself  is  not  sufficient :  there  must  be  a 
legal  grievance  (&),  and  that  cannot  have  arisen  till  the 
expiration  of  four  months,  or  at  least  of  the  eight  days 
for  putting  in  bail.  IPatteson  J.  From  what  period 
would  you  reckon  the  eight  days  in  such  a  case  as  this  ?] 
From  the  rime  when  the  sheriff  had  an  opportunity  to 
arrest  and  omitted  doing  so.  In  AiretOfi  v.  Davis  (c) 
the  declaration  seems  to  have  been  conformable  to  the 
principles  here  relied  upon.  [Some  defects  in  the  de- 
claration, adverted  to  by  the  Court  during  the  argument, 
will  be  found  sufficiently  noticed  in  the  judgment] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. 

There  are  many  defects  in  this  declaration.  It  is  not 
stated  that  the  writ  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  within 

(a)  2  Oo.  4-  J/.  413.    S.  C,     4  Tyr.  272. 

(6)  Lord  Dennum  C.  J.  .mentioned  WSHams  ▼.  Mostyth  A  M,  i  W^ 
145. 
(c)  9  Bing.  740. 
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1889*       four  calendar  months  from  the  issuing.     That  perhaps 
'  is  matter  of  special  demurrer  only.    Again,  it  is  doc 

againat        stated  that  the  sheriff  was  guilty  of  any  negligence  more 
than  eight  days  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
Now,  if  the  original  defendant  had  been  arrested  and 
let  go  without  bail  or  deposit,  still  bail  above  might  be 
put  in  within  eight  days  from  the  arrest,  and  no  action 
would  lie  against  the  sheriff  until  after  those  eight  days. 
So  here,  if  the  plaintiff  means  to  say  that  the  neglect  to 
arrest  when  be  might  is,  as  against  the  sheriff,  equivalent 
to  an  arrest  and  escape,  yet,  if  bail  were  put  in  within 
eight  days  from  such  negligence,  it  would  be  good. 
The  declaration,  therefore,  ought  to  have  shewn  that 
eight  days  had  elapsed  without  bail  being  put  in  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit*    It  is  indeed  alleged 
that  the  original  defendant  did  not  put  in  bail  accord- 
ing to  the  exigency  of  the  writ ;  and  perhaps  that  noight 
be  sufficient  on  general  demurrer,  which  this  is.  Again, 
no  damage  is  stated,  unless  some  legal  damage  neces- 
sarily results  from  the  neglect  of  the  sheriff.    We  do 
not  think  that  any  such  damage  does  necessarily  result 
Consistently  with  all  that  is  stated  in  this  declaration, 
the  sheriff  may  after  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed,  and 
after  his  negligence,   have  arrested  the  original  de- 
fendant, and  the  plaintiff  may  have  been  able  to  pro- 
secute his  action  and  bring  it  on  to  trial  quite  as  soon 
as  if  the  sheriff  had  arrested  on  the  first  opportunity. 
We  agree  with  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Jarvis  (a)  that  it  i» 
the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  arrest  the  party  on  the  first 
opportunity  that  he  can ;  but  we  also  agree  with  the 
Court  in  that  case,  that  some  actual  damage  must  be 

(a)  1  Af.  i  W.  704.    &  C.     T^r.  j;  G,  1033. 
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shewn  in  order  to  make  the  negligence  of  the  sheriff  in        18S9. 
that  respect  a  cause  of  action ;  and  none  such  is  shewn      J 

Randbll 

on  this  declaration.'    On  default  made  after  the  writ  is      jigamtt 
returnable  some  legal  damage  necessarily  arises,  because 
a  new  writ  is  necessary.     On  this  ground  we  think  that 
judgment  must  be  given  for  the  defendant. 

But  we  have  also  great  doubt  whether  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  shew  that  the  writ  was  returnable^  and  some 
default  made  when  so  returnable.  Formerly  the  return 
day  was  fixed  in  the  writ  itself.  Now  it  is  fixed,  either 
by  the  fact  of  its  being  executed,  or  by  an  order  of  a 
judge,  or  by  lapse  of  four  calendar  months.  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  sheriff  under  the  old  process  to  arrest  the 
defendant  on  the  first  opportunity  as  much  as  it  is 
now;  and,  though  no  action  would  lie  till  after  the  return 
day,  because  the  sheriff,  having  neglected  his  duty  once, 
might  still  repair  that  neglect  by  arresting  the  defendant 
and  having  him  ready  at  the  return  day,  yet  he  ran  the 
risk  of  being  able  to  do  so  after  once  having  neglected. 
So  now,  having  once  neglected  his  duty,  yet,  if  on 
being  called  on  to  return  the  writ  he  chose  to  return 
cepi  corpus,  and  were  to  put  in  bail  within  eight  days 
from  that  return,  it  may  be  very  doubtful  whether  any 
action  would  lie.  The  sheriff  ought  undoubtedly  to 
arrest  as  soon  as  possible,  and  so  make  the  writ  return- 
able as  soon  as  possible,  and  return  it;  but,  if  he  does  not, 
the  plaintiff  has  the  means  of  making  the  writ  returnable 
and  obtaining  the  fruit  of  it  by  bail  being  put  in,  or,  if 
not,  by  an  action  against  the  sheriff.  Again,  it  is  quite 
consistent  with  all  that  is  stated  in  this  declaration, 
there  being  no  averment  of  the  writ  being  returnable, 
that  the  sheriff  may  have  taken  a  deposit  of  the  money 
without  actually  arresting,  and  so  there  may  be  no  breach 
8  C  2  of 
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1839. 

Ravdvll 

againti 
IVhxbu. 


of  duty  at  all.  However,  as  this  objection  was  taken  in 
Brown  v.  Jarvis  {a)  and  did  not  prevail,  we  do  not 
decide  upon  any  such  doubt.  . 

Judgment  for  defendant 

(a)  I  M.i  jr.  704.    S.  a     7Vr.  j-  G.  103S. 


Saturday, 
June  32d. 


Where  an  act 
of  parliameDt 
ftuthorifled  and 
required  a 
select  Testry 
from  time  to 
time,  as  often  as 
occasion  re- 
quired, to  make 
rates  for  the 
relief  of  the 
poor  and  the 
vepair  of 
churches  and 
highways  in  the 
parish:  Held, 
that  they  were 
not  compell- 
able to  make  a 
church  rate 
upon  demand, 
while  the 
churchwardens 
refused  to  state 
the  necessary 
amount,  or  to 
furnish  any 
estimate  of  it, 
or  to  gi?e  to 
the  vestry  any 
information 
whereby  they   ' 
might  ascer- 
tain it. 


The  Queen  against  The  Select  Vestry  of  the 
Parish  of  St.  Margaret,  in  the  Borough  of 
Leicester. 

TYJANDAMUS  {a)  to  the  select  vestry  of  the  parish 
of  St  Margaret,  in  the  borough  of  Leicestety  to 
levy  and  assess  a  rate  according  to  the  directions  of 
Stat  2  W.  4.  c.  X.  (local  and  personal,  public),-  of  saf- 
ficient  amount  to  defray  all  expences '  required  for 
the  repair  of  the  churches  and  burial  ground  of  the 
parish,  and  for  defraying  all  the  expences  incidental 
thereto  or  connected  therewith,  &c.,  during  their  yesr 
of  office ;  and  to  do  every  act  necessary  to  be  done  m 
order  to  levying  and  assessing  such  rate,  &c.  (b). 

Tie 

(a)  See  the  argument  on  granting  the  writ,  Regma  ▼.  T^  *** 
Vestrymen  of  St.  Margaret,  Leicetter,  S  A,  j^  E,  889. 

(6)  Sect.  39  enacto  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  select  Testry  for  the 
time  being/and  they  are  hereby  authorised  and  required,  from  time  to 
time,  as  often  as  occasion  shall  require,  to  lay  and  assess  upon  all  sad  tmj 
the  tenants  and  occupiers  of  houses,  &&,  within  the  parish,  acconlmg  to 
the  respective  annual  value  thereof,  rates  for  the  maintenance  and  leliei « 
the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  &c.,  and  rates  for  the  support  and  repfi' ^ 
the  churches  and  burial  ground  of  the  said  parish,  and  for  diebtpH  ^ 
the  expences  incident  thereto,  or  connected  therewith,  or  for  any  purpote 
to  which  church-rates  are  or  shall  by  law  be  applicable;  and  alsorite«w' 
defraying  tlie  expences  to  be  incurred  in  repairing  the  highways,  •W«**» 
and  roads  within  the  said  parish,  &c. 

By  sect.  63,  the  monies  from  time  to  time  received  by  virtue  of 
act,  under  the  rates  called  church-rates,  shall  (after  payment  of  the  costs, 

cbMTgth 


IN  THE  Second  and  Third  Years  of  VICTORIA.  731 

The  return  to  the  above  writ  stated,  among  other        18S9. 
things,   that  the    select  vestry  had    met  together  in        """"" 
obedience  to  the  writ,  and  that  G.  Marston^  one  of  the        agahut 
churchwardens,  being  the  only  one  then  present,  was       Vestryof 
required  to  state  to  the  vestry  the  amount  of  money     ixzcunE.  * 
necessary  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  writ,  and 
to  furnish  to  them  an  estimate  of  the  works  necessary 
for  the  support  and  repair  of  the  churches  and  burial 
ground,  and  an  account  of  the  necessary  expences  in- 
cident thereto  and  connected  therewith,  &c.,  in  order  to 
enable  the  vestry  to  lay  and  assess  a  rate  according  to 
the  directions  of  the  said  act     That  at  such  meeting 
the  churchwardens  then  wholly  neglected  and  refused 
to  state  &c.,  or  to  furnish  &c.,  or  to  give  to  the  said 
vestry  any  information  by  which  they  might  ascertain 
and  determine  the  rate  which  should  be  laid  and  as- 
sessed according  to  the  directions  of  the  act,  and  in 
obedience  to  the  said  writ     That  the  meeting  was  then 


charges,  and  expences  attending  the  collecting,  receiTingi  and  managing 
the  same)  be  paid  o?er  bj  the  select  vestry  to  the  churchwardens,  or  one 
of  them,  for  the  time  being,  to  be  by  them  or  him  applied  and  accounted 
for  in  manner  as  by  law  established. 

By  sect  93,  an  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions  of  the  borough  or  county 
is  given  to  any  person  who  shall  think  himself  aggrieved  by  any  survey, 
valuation,  sale,  or  other  act  or  matter  made,  done,  or  arising  under  or  in 
pursuance  of  the  act,  &c. 

By  sect  21,  the  vestry  is  required  to  keep  a  book  or  books,  and  to  cause 
regular  accounts  to  be  entered  therein  of  all  sums  of  money  received  and 
expended  for  or^on  account  of  the  parish  under  the  authority  of  the  act, 
which  books  are  to  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  all  ratepayers,  &c 

Sect  lOS  provides  that  the  act  shaU  not  (extend  to  invalidate  or 
avoid  any  ecclesiastical  law  or  constitution  of  the  Church  of  England,  or 
to  abridge  or  controul  the  righu  or  powers  of  the  Bishop  of  Uncoln,  &c, 
or  of  any  other  j>er8on  having  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction  in  or  over  the 
parish,  or  any  matter  or  thing  concerning  the  churches  of  the  parish,  &c. 
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1889.       adjourned,  in  order  to  afford  the  charchwardens  an 
'  opportunity  to  furnish  such  statement,  estimatet  acooont, 

agahui       or  information.     That  the  vestry  airain  assembled  in 

The  Select 

Vcftrj  of  obedience  to  the  writ,  but  that  at  neither  of  the  meetings, 
iucMmu  '  ^^^  At  any  other  time  or  place,  did  the  churchwardens^ 
or  either  of  them,  state  to  the  vestry  the  amoont  of 
money  necessary  for  the  purposes  in  the  writ  men- 
tioned, or  furnish  to  them  any  estimate  of  the  worb 
necessary  for  the  support  and  repair  8cc.,  or  give  them 
any  information  whereby  the  vestry  could  ascertain  and 
determine  the  rate  which  should  be  assessed  according 
to  the  statute  and  in  obedience  to  the  writ,  but  wholly 
neglected  and  refused,  and  thence  conttnuaUy  have 
wholly  neglected  and  refused,  to  state  the  said  neces- 
sary amount,  or  to  furnish  any  such  estimate  or  iDform- 
ation,  by  reason  whereof  the  select  vestry  are  unable  to 
lay  and  assess  any  rate  according  to  the  directions  of 
the  act  and  in  obedience  to  the  said  writ. 

This  Court  having  refused  to  quash  the  above  retom 
upon  motion,  the  case  was  set  down  for  argument  in 
the  crown  paper. 

Balgwf  for  the  crown  (a).  The  vestry  are  bound  by 
the  act  to  make  a  rate,  though  the  churchwardens  may 
not  have  given  any  estimate.  They  are  as  capable  of 
making  the  estimate  as  the  churchwardens ;  and  sect  6S 
of  the  act  gives  them  power  to  deduct  from  the  rate  any 
expences  they  may  be  put  to  in  the  discharge  of  their 
duty ;  but  the  churchwardens  have  no  such  power. 

(a)  In  the  coune  of  argument,  Baiguy  referred  to  tbe  afBdavits  bs"* 
in  support  of  tbe  former  motion  to  quasb  the  return :  but,  per  CWM*t  ^ 
.  ceUium.  m>  d9«ction  lit.  to  .  n^on  e«q>t  ftr  n»tl«f  « ii>*<^ 
ofil. 
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Mdlor,  contriL      The  retarn  is  sufficient :  the  facts        1839. 
stated  in  it  must  be  taken  to  be  true;  and  no  collusion 
or  improper  motive  can  be  implied.     The  only  fault  is 


The  Qirnv 


The  Select 

with  the  churchwardens,  who  obstinately  refuse  to  Vestiyof 
supply  the  necessary  information  to  the  select  vestry,  incnnft.  ' 
Without  such  information  a  rate  made  by  the  vestry 
must  be  made  at  the  hazard  of  turning  out  a  bad 
or  an  insufficient  one ;  for,  if  it  be  unnecessarily  high,  it 
will  be  illegal;  BretieU  v.  fVibnoe  (a) ;  and,  if  it  be  not 
high  enough  to  cover  the  expence  of  repairs,  then 
another  must  be  made,  which  will  be  retrospective,  and 
therefore  bad.  The  uniform  practice  is  for  the  church- 
wardens to  make  a  survey,  and  to  lay  an  estimate  of 
the  expence  of  repairs  before  the  vestry  when  a  rate  is  re- 
quired ;  PrideauXf  Directions  to  Ckurchwardensy  p.  67 — 
70.  (10th  ed.).  In  VeUtf  v.  Btsrder  (b)  the  libel,  which 
was  for  non-payment  of  a  church  rate,  alleged  a  survey 
and  estimate;  the  same  course  was  pursued  in  Harring" 
ton  V.  Stam  {c\  and  is  represented  by  the  Court  as  the 
proper  course  in  Brettell  v.  Wtlmot{a).  Many  items 
of  expenditure  are  of  a  nature  that  requires  the  ex- 
press assent  of  the  vestry,  as  bells,  organs,  &c. ;  Pearce 
V.  Tke  Sector  ofClapham  {d\  Jay  v.  Webber  {e).  These 
may  be.  very  properly  submitted  to  the  consideration 
of  the  vestry ;  but  the  vestry  ought  at  least  to  be  in« 
formed  of  the  probable  expence  of  them.  It  is  said 
that  the  vestry  may  as  easily  estimate  the  expence  of 
repairs  as  the  churchwardens;  but  no  one,  except  the 

(a)  2  Zee'f  Eec  Rep,  548. 

(6)  BrauUret  Chtirch  Rate  Cote,  Consiit  Court,  reported  b j  G.  Wi  John^ 
mm  Esq.  ed.  1837;  since  reported  1  Curt,  JBcc  Rep.372, 

(c)  Cited  from  a  MS.  in  a  pamphlet  bj  Dr.  NkhoU,  (ed.  r8S7},  en- 
titled **  Obtenrationi  on  the  Attorney  General's  letter  to  Lord  Stanley.** 

(d)  3  Hogg.  Ecc  Rep.  16.  («)  Id.  7. 
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1889.       minister  and  churchwardens)  has  a  right  to  enter  the 

"■"^       church  when  not  open  for  divine  service ;   JarraU  Vr 
The  Qvmr 
agamtt       Steele  {a)j  Lee  v.  Matthews  (&)•     The  freehold,  both  of 

Vestry  of  that  and  of  the  church-yard,  is  in  the  parson,  while  the 
Lucmiu**  oversight  and  care  of  them  belong  to  the  churdi- 
wardens;  canon  85.  (1603),  cited  in  1  Gibsoris  Coda 
Jur.  Ecc.  Aiiglic.  p.  194.  (2d  ed.).  The  expense  of 
such  an  estimate  may  be  lawfully  charged  by  them  on 
the  rate.  The  right  and  duties  of  churchwardens  re- 
main exactly  as  before,  notwithstanding  the  statute, 
which,  by  sect.  103,  provides  for  the  continuance  of  ail 
ecclesiastical  laws. 

Balgiiify  in  reply.  The  statute  expressly  throws  on 
the  vestry  the  duty  of  making  rates,  and  the  church- 
wardens have  no  longer  any  concern  with  the  making  of 
them.  Incidentally  to  this  duty,  the  vestrymen  may  of 
course  enter  into  and  survey  the  fabric,  and  do  erery 
thing  necessary  for  the  e£Pectual  execution  of  their  office. 
They  can,  at  all  events,  look  at  their  own  books,  which 
they  are  directed  by  sect.  21  to  keep,  and  ascertaio 
from  them  the  average  expences.  {Pattesani.  The 
books  will  shew  only  what  the  vestry  has  paid  to  the 
churchwardens ;  not  what  the  churchwardens  have  kid 
out] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  churchwardens  are  bound 
to  make  some  estimate  for  the  guidance  of  the  vestry, 
or,  at  least,  to  give  them  information  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  current  expences,  and  ordinary  wants  of  the 


(a)  3  PhiU,  Ecc,  Rep.  169,  per  Curiam. 
(6)  3  Hogg,  Ecc  Rep.  173,  per  Curiam. 


parishioi 


incrs» 
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parishioners.     The  churchwardens  have  the  best  means        1859. 
of  obtaining  the  proper  information  on  these  iliatters. 

rr^t  Off  TheQUMK 

They  have  a  controul  over  part  of  the  churchy  and  the        agamtt 

general  care  and  custody  of  the  property  belonging  to  Veatry  of 

the  parish.     The  statute  has  not  altered  their  duties  in  Ln^m!'* 
this  respect. 

Patteson  J.  The  same  section  which  provides  for 
the  making  of  church  rates  also  applies  to  poor  rates 
and  highway  rates.  If,  therefore,  the  vestry  are  bound 
to  find  out  the  requisite  amount  to  be  raised  in  one  case, 
they  must  also  do  it  in  the  other  cases.  This  would  be 
a  very  extraordinary  construction  to  put  upon  the  act. 
I  think  the  vestry  cannot  be  compelled  to  make  the 
rate,  as  long  as  the  churchwardens  refuse  to  give  to 
them  any  information  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
the  necessary  amount. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

S.  Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  VACATION 


^!^^i  ^^^  Queen  against  The  Governors  and  Di- 
rectors of  the  Poor  of  the  United  Parishes 
of  St.  Andrew,  Holborn,  above  the  Bars, 
and  St.  George  the  Martyr,  in  the  CouDty 
of  Middlesex,  and  C.  Boydell,  their  Clerk. 


Biradamut  to  TLfANDAMUS  to  the  governors  and  directors  of  the 
pvuh  included  poor  of  the  above  parishes,  appointed  under  stat 

(formed^imder  ^  ^*  ^*  cclxxv.  (localand  personal,  public), and  to CAg^ 
1  *6.  r*26.)  *^^  ^^^^  ^'®*>  reciting  the  formation  of  the  said  parishes 
Kddng thedue  i^to  a  union under  4  &  5  fl^.  4.  c.  76.,  and  •'that,  under 

appointment  of 

oertun  peraons    the  provisions  of  the  last-mentioned  act  of  parliament, 

to  be  guardians  l      'J 

of  the  poor  of     and  under  the  rules,  orders,  and  regulations  of  the  said 

the  unioni  and  ,         • 

directing  them  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  certain  persons  have  been 
outof ^ poor  duly  appointed  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  said  anion, 
fay^om,  to  the  ^"^»  ^  ^^^h  guardians,  have  taken  upon  themselves  the 
u'S^.'^StoS!  mahitaining,  providing  for,  regulation,  and  employment 

that  the  nid  ^f  ^1,^  pQQp  q(  ^^  gaid  union ; "  the  issuing  of  a  precept 
nipposed  guar-  "^  ** 

diant  were  not,   bv  the  said  guardians,  under  the  provisions  of  the  last- 

nor  were  any  .  r  u       IH 

of  them,  duly  mentioned  act,  and  the  rules  and  regulations  of  toe  sam 

under  the  pio-  Commissioners,  directed   to  the  defendants,  requiring 

act,^.^;  and  them  to  pay  a  certain  sum  to  the  treasurer  of  the  union 

i^lii^^the  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  P^^  rates  of  the  united  parishes,  collected 

said  writ,  the  ^y  ^ijgm    towards  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said 

aaid  supposed        ^  ,  .         r  k 

guardians  parishes,  and  towards  defraying  such  proportion  of  the 

tinned  were       general  expenses  of  the  union  as  was  lawfully  charge- 
not,  nor  were 
any  of  them, 
guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  said  union.  .  ^ 

Held,  that  the  return  was  insufficient  for  not  distinctly  setting  forth  any  defect  i 
appointment 

Return  quashed  on  motion,  and  peremptoiy  mandamus  awarded. 

able 
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able  thereon ;  and  the  refusal  of  defendants  to  obey  the        1889. 
precept;  and  commanding  them  forthwith  to  obey  the  ~| 

said  precept,  and  to  pay  the  said  sum  to  the  treasurer,  or        egauut 
to  collect  it  by  a  rate  to  be  made  for  that  purpose,  &c.     Governors  && 

The  return  to  the  writ  was  in  the  following  words.  *uid°  ' 
"  We,  the  major  part  of  the  said  governors  and  direc-  G»o»ot. 
tors,  and  the  said  Charles  Boydell^  do  humbly  certify 
and  return  to  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  upon  the  day 
and  at  the  place  in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  that  the 
said  supposed  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  said  union, 
in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  were  not,  and  never  have 
been,  and  are  not  now,  nor  were,  nor  are  any  of  them, 
duly  appointed  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  said  union, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  parliament  in  the 
said  writ  secondly  mentioned,  or  under  the  said  rules, 
order,  and  regulations  of  the  said  Poor-Law  Commis* 
sioners  therein  in  that  behalf  also  mentioned,  as  in  and 
by  the  said  writ  is  stated  and  supposed ;  and  that,  at  the 
dme  of  the  coming  of  the  said  writ  to  us,  the  said  sup- 
posed guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  said  union  therein 
mentioned  were  not,  nor  have  they  been,  nor  are  they 
now,  nor  were  nor  are  any  of  them,  guardians  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  union.  Wherefore  we,  the  major  part 
of  the  said  governors  and  directors,  and  the  said  Charles 
Boydell^  have  refused,  and  still  do  refuse,  to  obey  the 
said  precept  in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  as  in  and  by 
the  said  writ  we  are  commanded." 

Sir  J.  Canq>bellf  Attorney  General,  in  Trinity  term 
last,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  return 
should  not  be  quashed  for  insufficiency,  and  a  peremptory 
mandamus  awarded.  Several  objections  were  made  to 
the  return ;  but,  as  the  judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded 
only  on  one  of  them,  namely,  that  it  did  not  specify  the 
grounds  on  which  the  appointment  of  guardians  was 

supposed 
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1B39.       supposed  to  be  illegal,  or  void,  the  rest  have  not  been 

"~  noticed.     On  the  last  day  of  the  term  (a). 

The  QirxiK  ^  ^  '^ 

The 

GoTcniora&c.       Sir  F.  Pdtlock  and  Erie  shewed  cause,  and  contended 

mnd         that  the  return  was  sufficient,  referring  to  the  cases  in 

xoftOK.    ^jjj^j^  ^  return  of  "  not  duly  elected  '*  had  been  held  to 

be  sufficient  on  a  mandamus  to  admit  to  offices ;  Bex  v. 

mUiams  (b). 

Sir  J.  Campbelly  Attorney  General,  and  Tomlinson, 
contra,  contended  that  the  return  was  too  general ;  and 
they  relied  upon  Bex  v.  The  Mayor j  Sfc.  qflkmcaster  (c), 
Bex  V.  The  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  Doncaster  (d),  and 
Bex  V.  Mmfor^  S^c.  of  Liverpool  {e).  They  also  con- 
tended that,  although  the  appointiAent  might  have  been 
irregular,  it  continued  in  force  until  duly  avoided. 

Cur.  ado.  mil. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. 

A  mandamus  issued  to  the  governors  and  directors  of 
the  poor  of  Si.  Andreafs^  Holbomj  to  pay  monies,  col- 
lected for  the  relief  of  the  poor  under  an  order  of  the 
Poor  Law  Commissioners,  to  a  board  of  guardians  of  an 
union  described  in  that  order  as  duly  appointed.  The 
governors  and  directors  returned  to  this  writ  that  the 
guardians  were  not  duly  appointed.  We  have  been 
called  on  to  quash  this  return  on  motion,  and  award  a 
peremptory  mandamus,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  ma- 
nifestly bad  and  illusory.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
return  is  contended  for  as  good,  by  reference  to  pro- 

(a)  Wednadottff  June  18.  1839i  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Liitledak 
and  Patteion  Js. 

(6)  8B.(rC.  681.  (c)  2  Lord  Raym.  1564. 

(d)  Sayer^s  Hep.  37.  ((?)  2  Burr.  723. 

ceedings 
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ceedings  on  mandamus  to  corporate  officers  bound  to  ^8^^- 

admit  by  swearing  in  persons  elected,  where  "  not  duly  ^he  Qukkit 

elected''    has   been    in   several    cases,   particularly  in  '^xhe^ 

those  most  lately  decided,  holden  a  good  return.    But  GOTefnon&c 

•  *  "  of  St.  Avdeiw 

we  think  the  distinction  clear ;  the  person  elected  has  >°<l 

.       "^  Sr.Gxo&Gi. 

no  right  to  compel  admission  without  shewing  a  good 

title  in  omnibus,  and  must  be  prepared  to  prove  it  If 
his  election,  de  facto  made,  is  bad  in  law  for  any  defect, 
it  would  be  wrong  to  admit  him.  But,  in  this  case,  the 
commissioners  have  power  to  form  unions ;  elections,  of 
boards  are  to  be  made  as  the  act  directs.  This  board 
is  in  full  exercise  of  all  its  authority;  monies  collected 
for  the  use  of  the  poor  are  to  be  paid  according  to 
orders  bsued  by  the  commissioners ;  and  their  orders 
have  the  force  of  law,  unless  and  until  they  are  set 
aside  by  this  Court.  Here  they  can  do  the  thing  re- 
quired ;  and  those  who  obey  their  orders  will  incur  no 
responsibility  by  doing  so.  If  there  really  were  any 
doubt  whether  the  existing  guardians  are  duly  ap- 
pointed, it  must  arise  from*  some  defect  existing  in  point 
of  fact,  which  ought  to  be  distinctly  set  forth  by  any 
one  who  disputes  their  prima  facie  power.  If  any  such 
fact  had  been  returned  to  the  writ,  we  might  have 
exercised  our  judgment  whether,  if  established,  it  would 
have  defeated  the  commissioners'  authority;  but  the 
statement  that,  for  some  undisclosed  reason,  the  parties 
charged  with  a  plain  duty  refused  to  perform  it  because 
they  chose  to  say,  in  general  terms,  that  those  to  whom 
they  are  bound  are  not  duly  appointed  to  their  office, 
is  wholly  insufficient 

A  peremptory  mandamus  must  therefore  go. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  As  to  quashing  a  return  on  motion,  see  Regina  t.  Pt^ih  6  A,  ^ 
E,  392,  402. ;  Begina  t.  ».  Samour't,  Southwark,  1  A.  4;  E,  925. 
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1889. 

The  Qu££N  against  Johnson. 


UDderttai.5&  QREAVES  obtained  a  rule  in  Hilary  term,  1838, 

«.  114.,  the  calling  on  the  prosecutors  to  shew  cause  why  an 

furer  mmj        '  Order  of  CoUridge  J.,  described  in  the  rule,  should  not 

councU  of  any  ha  quashed  for  the  insufficiency  thereof,  and  the  award 

SlcoM^^ ****"  and  all  other  proceedings  had  thereon  be  set  aside. 

^'JJ^^**  The  order  (dated  28th  July  1837)  recited  that  it  had 

aioDs,  to  pay  been  proved  before  Sir  J.  T.  Coleridge^  8tc^  one  of  the 

the  county  the  '^  -5  j      -» 

ezpenccs  of       justices  of  assize  for  the  county  of  Hereford^  that,  on  7tb 

priioneri  com-      -  ,      ,        •  ... 

mitted  from       July  then  instant,  a  statement  or  account  m  writing  was 

inch  borough  1  t  t         I  i*    «  L 

for  trial  «t  Uie    made  and  sent  by  the  treasurer  of  the  county  to  the 


^fi^in  the  council  of  the  city  or  borough  of  Hereford,  purporting 

Sou*hSch  ^®  ^®  ®  statement  or  account  of  the  costs  of  main- 

P"«**"f"r^  tenance,  in  the  gaol  of  the  county,  of  certain  oflendcrs 

fore  trial  to  therein  named,  committed  from  the  borough  (in  which 

the  borough  .             ^     , 

gaol,  not  the  a  separate  court  of  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  is 
^weranot  holden)  for  trial  at  the  assizes  of  the  county,  tnm 
Z^fJ^uni  Isi  January  to  1st  July,  1837:  that  an  order,  dated 
li^UiM^t^*  7th  My  then  instant,  was  made  by  the  treasurer  upon 
''Tnd  «udi  ^^^  council,  for  payment  of  28i  155.  Sd.  for  the  main- 
order  may  be  tenance  of  the  said  offenders  in  the  county  gaol,  with 

made  without  ^  ^             , 

an  J  contract  the  further  sum  of  105.  for  the  reasonable  costs  and 

borough  and  charges  of  making  and  sending  such  account:  and  that 

^^inleeipencM  ^  difference  had  arisen  between  the  parties  concerning 

ISItSlbJdWd.  ^^^  account,  and  such  difference  had  not  been  adjusted 

ix*^(^o*ftibe  ^y  *g"^™«"^  between  themselves.     The  order  then 

gaol  according  proceeded  as  follows.     "  Now  I  do  therefore,  in  pur- 

to  the  number  '^                                                                                                         , 

ofpriioneraand  suance  of  the  Statutes  in  suth  case''  &c.,  "on  the 

the  periods  of  .  •  ^j  1 
tlieir  confinement,  and  are  not  limited  to  the  eipences  incurred  in  retpect  of  the  indiTidiiil 


applicati 


:ion 
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application  of  the  said"  &C.,  '*as  such  treasurer  as        1889. 
aforesaid,  one  of  the  said  parties,  nominate,  by  this  writ-     nZ^ 
ing  under  my  hand,  Charles  Thapland  WAitmore,  Esq.,        ognnM 

JOBMIOM* 

Barrister  at  law,  not  having  any  interest  in  the  ques- 
tion, to  arbitrate  between  the  parties,  according  to  the 
powers  and  provisions  of  the  several  statutes  made  and 
now  in  force  for  that  purpose :  and,  by  consent  of  the 
said  parties,  I  do  hereby  direct  that  the  said  arbitrator 
shall  state  specially  the  facts  as  to  the  oommitment  of 
the  said  several  prisoners  in  the  said  account  men- 
tioned, and  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  said  prisoners 
were  transferred  from  the  prison  in  and  for  the  said  city 
or  borough  of  Hereford  to  the  prison  in  and  for  the 
said  county,  and  all  other  matters  touching  the  same, 
in  order  that  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Qaeen's 
Bench  may  be  taken  on  the  same;  and  shall  further 
find  the  sum  which  ought  to  be  paid  for  maintenance 
of  each  prisoner  per  week  in  the  said  county  prison  by 
the  council  of  .the  said  borough." 

The  award  recited  the  above  order,  and  proceeded 
as  follows.  **  Firstly,  I  do  find  that,  for  several  years 
before  and  until"  27th  Jwie  18S6,  **  a  contract  had 
been  made,  and  existed,  between  the  justices  of  the 
peace  of  the  city  of  Hereford  and  the  justices  of  the 
peace  of  the  county  of  Hereford^  for  the  support  and 
maintenance,  at  55.  per  head  a  week,  in  the  gaol  or 
house  of  correction  of  the  said  county,  of  any  prisoners 
committed  thereto  from  the  city  aforesaid,  pursuant  to 
the  statute  5  G.  4.  c.  85.,  intituled  "  &c ;  **  which  con- 
tract was  put  an  end  to  on  the  said"  27tli  June  18S6; 
*<  and  during  that  period,  and  from  thenceforward  until 
the  passing  of  the  statute  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  76.,  intituled  " 
&c,  **  prisoners  intended  to  be  tried  at  the  assizes  have 

been. 


JOHWIOK. 
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18S9.        been,  in  the  first  instance,  committed  to  the  city  prison, 
and,  at  the  assizes,  have  been  taken  into  the  shire  hall, 

TheQiTBiir 

^agamtt  and  there,  as  soon  as  a  bill  against  them  was  found, 
delivered  by  the  gaoler  of  the  city  prison  to  the  gaoler 
of  the  county  prison ;  and,  in  case  of  convicdon,  they 
have  invariably  been  committed  to  the  county  prison  or 
house  of  correction.  The  same  practice  has  been  pur- 
sued with  regard  to  the  prisoners  touching  whom  the 
present  question  arises.  These  prboners  were  severally 
committed  to  the  city  prison  for  trial  at  the  assizes  for 
the  county,  and,  after  conviction,  were  committed  in 
execution  of  their  sentences  to  the  county  prison:  and 
the  charges  in  question  are  in  respect  of  their  imprison- 
ment therein  under  the  circumstances  above  stated. 
These  charges  are  made  upon  a  calculation  of  the  pro- 
portion which  the  espenoe  of  each  prisoner  bears  to  the 
total  expences  of  the  gaol,  on  the  average  of  one  year, 
as  set  forth  in  the  paper  marked  A,,  annexed  to  this 
my  award.  And,  it  being  agreed  by  the  parties  tbtthe 
order  of  the  treasurer,  marked  B.,  hereunto  annexed, 
shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if  it  were  an  order  for 
the  costs  of  the  maintenance  and  punishment  of  the 
prisoners,  and  not  of  their  maintenance  only,  I  do  find 
and  award  that,  if  the  council  of  the  city  or  boroagh  of 
Hereford  are  by  law  liable  in  respect  of  prisoners  com- 
mitted to  the  county  gaol  in  manner  hereinbefore  stated, 
and  if  it  is  considered  that  the  said  council  are  liable 
for  the  proportion  of  each  of  such  prisoners  to  the 
general  expences  of  the  gaol,  then  the  sum  of9j.  & 
week  for  each  of  such  prisoners  ought  to  be  paid  by  the 
said  council  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said  county :  but,  if 
it  is  considered  that  the  said  council  are  liable  only  for 
the  personal  expences  of  such  prisoners,  that  is,  in 

respect 
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respect  of  their  clothing,  washing,  fuel,  wear  and  tear  of       1839. 
furniture,  punishment,  and  such  other  expenses  as  are        ' 

Tba  Quixx 

a  charge  upon  the  gaol,  directly  and  solely  occasioned        agfdmt 
by  their  imprisonment  therein,  then  I  find  and  award 
that  the  said  council  ought  to  pay  to  the  said  treasurer 
the  sum  of  Ss.  a  week  for  each  of  such  prisoners.** 

The  paper  marked  A.,  annexed  to  the  award,  was 
signed  by  the  clerk  to  the  gaol,  and  headed,  **  State- 
ment of  Expences  of  the  Hereford  County  Gaol  from 
Easter  1836  to  Easter  1837."  The  stateiAent  compre- 
hended the  whole  expences  of  the  gaol,  without  reference 
to  particular  prisoners,  under  the  heads,  **  Salaries,'* 
"Cash-payments,"  "Repairs,"  "Manufactory,**  "Grain,** 
"Coals,**  "Meat,**  "Groceries,**  "Books,**  "In- 
surance,** "  Taxes.**  From  the  sum  total,  there  was 
a  deduction  entitled,  "  C\  By  grain  ground  for  hire, 
and  articfes  sold."  l^e  balance  was  1613/.  165.  A 
calculation  as  follows  was  added. 

The  number  of  prisoners  for  every  day  throughout 
the  year,  from  Easter  1836  to  Easter  1837)  added  to- 
gether, the  total  number  is  22,972. 
365)22972 


62  JIf  average  per  day. 

£      s. 
52)1613  16 

d. 
0    total  expences  per  annum. 

7)     31     0 
63)       4     8 

1 

8i    -        -        -      per  week. 

8      -        -        -     per  day. 

4|    -      -  per  head  per  day. 
7 

9     9J     -     -   per  head  per  week. 
Paper  B.  contained  the  names  of  the  prisoners  from 
Vol.  X.  3D  Hereford, 
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18S9.       Hereford,  with  the  several  periods  of  their  detention  in 
_  the  prison,  and  the  expence  for  each,  estimated  at  9s. 

The  Qnnv  r  »  r 

^agahut  per  week;  the  whole  amounting  to  28^  \5s.  SdL  The 
treasurer's  order  on  the  council  for  that  sum,  with  10<.  for 
the  reasonable  costs  and  charges  of  making  and  sending 
the  account,  was  written  under  the  account,  and  signed 
by  the  treasurer,  dated  7th  Jubf  18S7« 
In  last  Michaelmas  term  (a), 

Sir  W.  W.  Fdlett  and  R.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause. 
First,  the  borough  is  bound  to  contribute  to  the  ex- 
penses. The  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  stat.  5  & 
6  ^.4.  C.76.  5. 114.,'  enacts  '*  that  the  treasurer  of 
every  county  in  England  and  Wales  shall  keep  an  ac- 
count of  all  costs  arising  out  of  the  prosecution,  main- 
tenance, and  punishment,  conveyance  and  transport  of 
all  offenders  committed  for  trial  to  the  assizes  in  such 
county  from  any  borough  in  which  a  separate  court  of 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  shall  be  holden ;"  and  the 
treasurer  is  directed  to  send  a  copy  of  the  account  to 
the  council,  and  to  make  an  order  on  them  for  the  pay- 
ment; and  the  council  are  to  order  the  same,  with 
reasonable  charges  for  the  account,  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  borough  fund :  and,  in  case  of  any  di£ference  re- 
specting the  accounts,  it  is  to  be  decided  by  the  arbi- 
tration of  a  barrister  appointed  by  the  judge  of  assize, 
as  under  stat.  5  G.  4.  c.  65.  5. 2.  Here  the  prisoners 
were  committed  for  trial  at  the  assizes,  from  Hereford, 
which  has  a  separate  quarter  session.  It  will  be 
argued,  on  the  other  side,  that  sect.  114  does  not  apply, 
because  the  prisoners  were  not  committed  for  trial  to 

(a)  Wednesday,  November  Hth,  18S8.  Before  Lord  DmiiMn  C.  J.» 
Fattetont  WU&anUt  and  Coleridge  Js.  The  case  was  set  down  in  the 
crown  paper,  but  was  not  argued  on  concilium. 

the 
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the  county  gaol,  but  to  the  borough  gaol,  and  were  18S9. 
afterwards  committed  to  the  county  moI  only  in  execu*  ^"""^ 
tion  of  the  sentence.  But  the  act  does  not  make  it  agidnu 
necessary  that  the  committal  for  trial  should  be  to  the 
county  gaol ;  all  that  is  required  is  that  the  committal 
should  be  from  the  borough  (that  is,  by  the  borough 
justices),  and  for  trial  at  the  assizes.  The  intention  is 
to  make  the  borough  contribute  to  the  expence  of  its 
own  criminals.  There  haye  been  yarious  enactments 
and  decisions  as  to  the  liability  to  such  a  contribution. 
In  Rex  y.  Clarke  (a)  it  was  held  that  the  city  of  Bath^  not 
having  jurisdiction  to  try  felons,  was  not  within  the  proviso 
of  sect  I  of  Stat.  55  G.  S.  c.  51.,  which  exempts  from 
the  county  rate  **  places  situate  within  the  limits  of  any 
liberties  or  franchises  having  a  separate  jurisdiction  ;''  it 
being  considered  that  the  separate  jurisdiction  meant 
was  a  jurisdiction  coextensive  with  that  of  the  county 
justices  who  were  to  impose  the  rate.  The  principle  of 
this  decision  was  that  Bath  threw  the  expences  of  the 
felons  of  her  own  district  upon  the  county,  and  was 
therefore  bound  to  contribute.  That  principle  applies 
here.  In  Rex  v.  Clarke  {a\  it  is  true,  the  borough 
justices  committed  to  the  county  gaol  for  trial.  That 
also  was  the  case  in  Rex  y.  S/iepherd  {b)f  wh^re  the 
borough  of  Marlborough  was  held  to  be  exempt  from 
county  rates,  although  it  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try 
felonies  ;  and  the  distinction  between  that  case  and  Rex 
y.  Clarke  (a)  was  that  Marlborough  did,  and  Bath  did 
not,  raise  within  itself  a  rate  in  the  nature  of  a  county 
rate.  In  Mercer  v.  Davis  (c)  the  nature  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion which  would  make  a  borough  liable  to  the  county 

(a)  5  P.  ^  ^Id.  665.  (p)  2  ^  f  E.  S98. 

(c)  10  3.^0.611. 

3  D  2  rate 
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18S9.       rate  was  discussed.      These  cases  do  not  directly  apply 
_  to   questions   under  stat.    5  &    6  fF.  4.   r.  76.  s.ll4. 

Hie  QlTRN  ^ 

pgamti  Stat.  4  G.  4.  c.  64.  5.  8.  gives  the  justices  of  certain 
places,  of  which  Hereford  is  not  one,  power  to  commit  to 
the  county  house  of  correction.  This  does  not  affect  the 
present  case,  which  arises  entirely  under  stat  5  &  6  fF.  4. 
c.  76.  Nor  do  the  provisions  of  stat.  5  G.4.  c.  85.  apply, 
which  enables  justices,  &c.,  '^having  the  government  or 
ordering  of  any  gaol  or  house  of  correction,  in  any  city, 
town,  borough,  port  or  liberty,  to  contract  with  the 
justices  of  the  peace,  having  authority  or  jurisdiction  m 
and  over  any  gaol  or  house  of  correction  of  the  county, 
riding  or  division,  wherein  or  whereto  such  city,"  &c., 
"  is  situate  or  adjacent,"  "  for  the  support  and  mainte- 
nance, in  such  last-mentioned  gaol  or  bouse  of  correction, 
of  any  prisoners  committed  thei*eto,  from  such  city/'&c; 
and  enacts  that  *^  during  the  existence  of  such  contract, 
every  prisoner  who  would  otherwise  be  confined  in  the 
gaol  or  house  of  correction  of  the  city,"  &c.,  "so con- 
tracting, may  be  lawfully  committed  or  removed  to  and 
confined  in  the  gaol  or  house  of  correction  so  receiving 
him  or  her  under  such  contract ;  and  all  prisoners  so 
confined  by  contract,  whether  before  or  after  trial,  shall 
be  subject  in  all  matters  and  things  to  the  same  rules 
and  regulations  as  if  they  were  committed  thereto  by 
any  of  the  justices  of  the  county,  riding  or  division. 
As  some  boroughs  had,  and  some  had  not,  without 
contract,  the  power  of  committing  to  the  county  gao'> 
and  as,  in  the  latter  case,  there  were  sometimes  con- 
tracts for  that  purpose,  stat.  5  &  6  W'.4.  er.  76.  ^-I^*' 
was  intended  to  put  an  end  to  the  varieties  in  this  re- 
spect, and  to  give  the  county  a  general  right  of  de- 
manding from  the  borough  all  the  expence  to  wbic 

the 
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the  borough   had  put  the  county.      Sect.  117  gives        18S9. 
counties  the  power  of  so  recovering  all  such  expences,  ^ 

which  are  not  included  under  the  heads  of  '^  prosecution,        agama 

JoBMBOir. 

maintenance^  and  punishment,  conveyance  and  transport 
of  offenders  committed  for  trial  in  such  county,"  and 
(in  the  case  specified)  out  of  coroners'  inquests. 

Secondly',  as  to  the  amount.  It  seems  reasonable 
that  the  general  expences  of  the  gaol  should  be  divided 
among  all  the  prisoners ;  there  can  be  no  ground  for 
fixing  them  upon  one  class  rather  than  another.  Other- 
wise the  borough  will  have  the  benefit  of  the  general 
expences  without  contributing  to  them.  For  instance, 
the  treadmill  is  paid  for  out  of  the  general  expences ; 
but  it  is  used  for  the  punishment  of  borough  prisoners 
as  well  as  others. 

Maule  and  Greaves,  contra.  The  contract  alone 
conferred  the  power  of  charging  the  borough  for  pri- 
soners committed  to  the  county  gaol,  although  the 
imprisonments  there  continued  after  the  expiration  of 
the  contract.  The  contract  took  effect  under  stat. 
5G.  4.  c.  85.  5.1.;  and  it  is  only  in  such  case  that 
sect.  2  authorises  an  award  for  the  expences.  [Cole^ 
ridge  J.  The  committal  to  the  county  gaol  must  have 
formed  part  of  the  sentence,  in  the  case  of  these  con- 
victs. Sir  fT.  W*  FoUetL  It  must  have  been  so  always: 
the  judges  of  assize  could  commit  to  no  other  prison.] 
If  so,  the  borough  would  be  charged  with  the  main- 
tenance of  convicts  in  a  prison  to  which  it  did  not 
send  them.  Before  stat.  5  G.  4.  c.  85.  the  justices  in 
some  boroughs  had  the  power  of  committing  to  the 
county  gaol :  and  that  statute  (sect.  1 )  gave  to  justices, 
having  the  government  of  any  gaol  or  house  of  correc- 
3  D  8  tion 
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18S9.       tion  in  any  borough,  &c.,   the  power  of  contracting 
with  the  justices  having  the  authority  over  the  county 

agauut  gaol,  for  the  maintenance  of  prisoners  '^  committed 
thereto,  from  such  city,  town,  borough,'*  &c  So  far 
there  can  be  no  power  except  by  contract,  or  by  the 
borough  having  possessed  the  right,  independently  of 
contract,  to  commit  the  prisoners  to  the  county  gaol ; 
as,  by  Stat.  4  G.  4.  c.  64.  s.  S^  the  justices  of  certain 
places  (not  including  Hereford)  have  power  to  commit 
to  the  county  house  of  correction.  In  each  case  the 
borough  is  chargeable  for  the  expences  only  of  prisoners 
committed  from  the  borough  to  the  county  gaol,  which 
the  prisoners  in  this  case  are  not.  Then  no  new 
power  is  conferred  by  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act : 
sect  114  merely  regulates  the  mode  of 'keeping  the 
account  and  obtaining  payment.  Jurisdiction  cannot 
be  given  by  implication.  It  is  suggeste'd  that  the 
words  in  sect.  114,  <<  committed  for  trial  to  the  assizes 
in  such  county  from  any  borough,"  will  include  com- 
mittals to  the  borough  gaol ;  but  that  would  be  a  very 
forced  construction ;  and,  according  to  it,  the  treasurer 
of  the  county  would  be  directed  by  the  statute  to  keep 
account  of  the  expences  incurred  in  the  borough  gaol, 
and  to  charge  the  borough  with  them,  which  is  absurd. 
Whenever  any  justices,  not  having  the  government 
of  a  gaol,  have  powers  given  to  them  relating  to  that 
gaol,  it  is  by  express  words,  as  in  stat.  5  &  6  fF.  4. 
c.  76.  s.  115.,  and  stat  6  &  7  ^.  4.  c.  105.  s.  1.  And  the 
language  of  both  acts  shews  that,  whenever  the  com- 
mittal for  trial  is  made  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
right  to  recover  the  expences,  the  committal  meant  is 
a  committal  to  the  prison  in  which  the  expences  are 
incurred.  In  sect.  2  of  stat  6  &  7  fF.  4.  c.  105.  pro- 
vision 
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vision  is  made  for  the  case  of  the  prison  being  more        1889. 
than  two  miles  from  the  borough  from  which  the  com-     rpJ"^ 
mittal  is  made.     The  inconveniences  of  any  construe-        ogtdmi 

JOBNIOV. 

tion  but  that  now  suggested  are  manifest.  Where  a 
contract  is  made,  there  is  a  limit  to  the  expences : 
,  but,  according  to  the  construction  adopted  on  the  other 
side,  the  borough  would  be  liable  for  expences  which 
it  could  not  control  or  superintend,  and  without  its 
consent.  At  the  trial  the  liability  falls  on  the  county, 
not  in  consequence  of  any  act  of  the  borough,  but  be* 
cause  the  assizes  are  held  in  the  county,  and  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  sentence  is  consigned  to  the  county 
authorities.  IfVilliams  J.  Do  you  give  any  meaning  to 
the  words  in  sect.  1 14  of  stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  76.,  <<  any 
borough  in  which  a  separate  court  of  quarter  sessions 
of  the  peace  shall  be  holden?"]  That  restriction  was 
necessarjf  to  distinguish  the  case  from  a  committal  by 
county  justices  from  a  place  not  having  criminal,  juris- 
diction. There,  no  enactment  was  necessary ;  and  the 
county  would  pay  the  expences  of  course. 

As  to  the  question  of  amount :  the  statute  clearly  in- 
tended that  such  expences  should  he  charged  upon  the 
borough  as  the  borough  had  occasioned  to  the  county. 
The  general  expenses  of  the  county  gaol  must  have 
been  incurred  at  all  events.  Could  the  county  build 
a  new  gaol  and  charge  the  borough  with  a  share  of  the 
expence?  The  expences  here  charged  do,  in  fact, 
contain  many  such  items.  Sect.  117  of  stat  5  &  6  ^.4. 
c,  76.  shews  that  only  such  places  as  were  previously 
cont|*ibutOry  to  the  county  rates  are  to  contribute  to 
any  expences  except  those  *^  arising  out  of  the  pro- 
secution, maintenance,  and  punishment,  conveyance 
and  transport  of  offenders  committed  for  trial  in  such 
8  D  4  county:" 
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1889.  county:*'  and  this  only  by  express  provision.  Sect 92 
enumerates  separately^  as  expenses  to  which  (among 

agamsi  others)  the  borough  fund  is  to  be  applied,  **  the  ex- 
pences  of  the  prosecution,  maintenance,  and  punish- 
ment of  offenders,"  and  *^  such  other  sum  to  be  paid  by 
such  borough  to  the  treasurer  of  such  county  as  is  here- 
inafter provided"  (referring  evidently  to  sect.  1,14), 
and  *'  the  expence  of  maintaining  the  borough  gaol, 
house  of  correction,"  &c. ;  but  the  maintenance  of  the 
county  gaol  is  no  where  mentioned.  Stat  SGA, 
c.  85.  5.  4.  gives  borough  magistrates  express  power  to 
contract  to  pay  a  share  of  the  expence  of  enlarging  the 
county  gaol.  This  shews  that  there  was  no  such  liability 
in  the  absence  of  contract:  and  sect  15  prevents  the 
alteration  of  previously  existing  liabilities,  either  .as  to 
repair  of  the  prison  or  maintenance  of  the  prisoners. 
The  distinction  between  building  or  repairing  a  gaol, 
and  maintaining  it,  is  relied  on  by  Lord  Tenterdm  in 
Bex  V.  T^e  Justices  of  Kingston-upan-HuU  {a). 

Cur.  adv.  wU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  this  vacation  {June  21st),  de- 
livered the  judgment  of  the  Court 

This  case  came  before  us  upon  an  application  to 
quash  an  order  made,  on  the  28th  of  July  1837,  by 
my  brother  Coleridge,  as  one  of  the  justices  of  assize 
for  the  county  of  Hereford,  whereby,  it  appearing  that 
the  treasurer  of  the  said  county  had  sent  in  an  account 
in  writing  to  the  council  of  the  city  or  borough  of 
Hereford  of  certain  expences  incurred  in  respect  of 
certain  prisoners  in  the  gaol  of  the  said  county,  com- 
mitted thereto  from  the  said  city  or  borough,  and  that 

.   (a)  Note  (a)  to  Thompton  ▼.  Raiket^  iJ.f  E,  SSa 

the 
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the  said  treasurer  had  made  an  order  upon  the  said  18S9. 
council  for  payment,  whereupon  a  difference  had  arisen 
between  the  said  parties,  the  learned  Judge  nominated  agamtt 
a  barrister  to  arbitrate  between  the  parties.  Such 
award  was  accordingly  made ;  and  the  sum  of  95.  per 
week  was  directed  to  be  paid  in  respect  of  each  prisoner 
so  sent  to  the  county  gaol  by  the  said  council,  if  they 
should  be  thought  liable,  in  respect  of  each  such  prisoner, 
to  the  ^*  general  expences*'  of  such  gaol,  and  the  sum 
of  Ss.i  if  the  liability  of  the  said  council  should  be 
confined  to  the  **  personal  expences "  of  each  such 
prisoner. 

And  the  question  is,  whether  the  above  mentioned 
order  be  valid  in  point  of  law ;  having  been  made  under 
the  authority  of  stat.  5  8c6fV.^.  c.  76.  Now,  by  die 
114th  section  of  that  statute,  it  is  enacted  that  the 
treasurer  of  every  county  '^  shall  keep  an  account  of  all 
costs  arising  out  of  the  prosecution,  maintenance,  and 
punishment,  conveyance  and  transport  of  all  offenders 
committed  for  trial  to  the  assizes  in  such  county  from 
any  borough  in  which  a  separate  court  of  quarter  ses- 
sions "  shall  be  holden  (which  is  the  case  with  respect 
to  the  said  city  or  borough  of  Hereford);  and  the 
treasurer  of  every  such  county  shall  send  a  copy  of 
such  account  to  the  council  of  each  of  such  boroughs. 
Then  follows  a  provision,  of  the  nature  described  in 
the  said  order,  under  and  by  virtue  of  stat.  5  G.  4. 
c.  85.,  which  is  incorporated  in  the  first  mentioned 
act,  in  the  event  of  such  difference  as  is  in  the  said 
order  also  recited,  and  which  had  actually  taken  place. 
Then  follows  a  provision  that  the  power  of  contracting 
by  borough  justices  with  county  justices  for  care  and 

maintenance 
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1889.        maintenance  of  borough  prisoners,  under  the  said  act, 
5  G.  4.  c.  85.,  shall  remain  in  Force. 

The  Qunir 

against  It  was  contended,  against  the  jurisdiction  to  make  the 

said  order,  that,  inasmuch  as,  generally,  the  justices  of 
the  borough  have  no  power  of  committing  to  the  coon^ 
gaol,  and,  further,  as  it  appears  from  the  said  award  that 
a  contract  between  the  borough  and  county  justices  for 
the  care  and  maintenance  of  borough  prisoners  no 
longer  exists,  the  treasurer  had  no  right  to  make  the 
claim  from  which  these  proceedings  originate.  We 
however  think  that  there  is  no  inconsistency  in  the  pro- 
visions of  the  two  statutes ;  and  that,  if  no  contract  be 
made,  or  in  force,  under  slat.  5  G.  4.  c.  85.,  the  power 
given  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  under  the  said 
1 14th  section  of  stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  76.,  may  well  be 
exercised. 

It  is  observable,  also,  that  the  objection  which  we 
are  noticing  seemed  to  assume  that  the  said  section  was 
applicable  only  to  cases  where  borough  prisoners  are 
committed  for  trial  to  a  county  gaol;  whereas  the  lan- 
guage is  "committed  for  trial  to  the  assizes;"  and  we 
think  that,  without  any  violent  or  forced  construction, 
we  may  consider  prisoners  who  (according  to  the  state- 
ment in  the  award)  have  first  been  committed  to  the 
city  prison,  and  thence  taken  for  trial  to  the  shire-hall  of 
the  county,  and,  in  case  of  conviction,  have  invariably 
been  committed  to  the  county  prison  or  house  of  cor« 
rection,  as  falling  within  this  description.  We  are  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  learned  Judge  did  possess 
jurisdiction,  and  that  his  order  was  properly  made  ac* 
cordingly. 

We  are  not  sure  whether,  in  the  course  of  the  dis- 
cussion, 
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cussion,  any  objection  was  made  to  the  order,  except        ]  889. 
that  which  we  have  already  noticed  and  disposed  of. 

We  think,  however,  that  the  larger  amount  of  weekly  agmna 
charge  for  each  prisoner,  being  ^*  made  upon  a  calcu- 
lation of  the  proportion  which  the  expence  of  each 
prisoner  bears  to  the  total  expences  of  the  gaol,"  is 
reasonably  made,  and  ought  to  be  paid,  seeing  that  the 
borough  has  a  proportionable  share  of  the  benefits 
arising  from  the  whole  establishment 

The  consequence  is  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


JoN^s  against  Flint. 

DEBT.     The  declaration  stated  that  defendant,   to  Plaintiff  and 
defendant 

wit  on  &c.,  was  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  45/.,  as  orally  agreed 
well  for  a  certain  crop  of  growing  wheat,  and  a  certain  that  defendant 
crop  of  growing  barley,  of  the  plaintiff,  before  then  bar-  45^"for^he 
gained  and  sold  by  plaintiff  to  defendant  at  his  request,  ^^1^^^^, 
and  by  defendant,  under  and  by  virtue  of  that  bargain  ^»"^»  *7lif*** 
and  sale,  accepted,  reaped,  cut  down,  had,  taken,  and  stubble  after- 

wards ;  that 

carried  away,  as  also  for  a  certain  crop  and  divers  quan-  plaintiff  was  to 
titles   of  potatoes   of  '  plain  ti£^   before  then  bargained  his  cattle  to  mn 
and  sold  by  plaintiff  to  defendant  at  his  request,  and  by  ][^t'9;  and  that 
defendant,  under  and  by  virtue  of  that  bargain  and  sale,  i^j^to^a?!** 
accepted,  dug  up,  had,  taken,  and  carried  away;  as  also  wmepotatoei 
for  the  use  of  certain  land  of  plaintiff,  and  the  eatage  of  >"<*»  •»<*  ^h**- 

°  ^        ever  lay  graas 

grass,  clover,  and  stubble  thereon  growing,  and  being  wuinthe 

fields ;  defend- 
ant was  to 
hartest  the  com,  and  dig  up  the  potatoes ;  and  plaintiff  was  to  pay  the  tithe. 
Held,  that  it  did  not  appear  to  be  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  contract  for  any  in- 
terest in  land,  and  the  case  was,  therefore,  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  C  2.  c.  3. 
9,  4.,  but  a  sale  of  goods  and  chattels,  as  to  all  but  the  lay  grass,  and,  aa  to  that,  a  contract 
for  the  agistment  of  defendant's  cattle^ 

by 
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18S9.  by  plaintiiF  beFore  then  let  to  defendant  at  his  request, 
and  by  defendant,  according  to  such  letting,  had  and 

agttifut  used  in  and  for  the  depasturing  of  cattle  for  a  long  time 
before  then  elapsed;  and  in  45/.  on  an  account 
stated  (a). 

Pleas.  1.  As  to  all  but  S5/.  lis.  I0d.j  nunquam  inde- 
bitatus.    Issue  thereon. 

2.  As  to  5/.,  parcel  of  the  35/.  1  Is.  I0d.y  payment 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  acceptance 
in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  5/.  Replication,  that 
defendant  did  not  pay,  and  defendant  did  not  accept, 
&C.9  in  manner  &c.     Issue  thereon. 

3.  As  to  30/.  Il5.  10^.,  other  parcel  &c.,  tender 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  Replication, 
denying  the  tender^     Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial  before  Bosanquet  J.,  at  the  Denbighshire 
Spring  assizes,  1837,  it  was  proved  that,  in  August 
1835,  the  plaintiiF  and  defendant  agreed  orally  that  the 
defendant  should  give  45/.  for  the  crop  of  corn  on  the 
plaintiff's  land,  and  the  profit  of  the  stubble  afterwards; 
that  plaintiff  was  to  have  liberty  for  his  cattle  to  run 
with  the  defendant's;  that  defendant  was  also  to  have 
some  potatoes  growing  on  the  land,  and  whatever  lav 
grass  was  in  the  fields.  Defendant  was  to  harvest  the 
corn,  and  dig  up  the  potatoes ;  and  plaintiff  was  to  pay 

(a)  The  particulars  of  demand  were  as  follows.  «  This  action  if 
brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  45/.,  as  well  for  a  crop  of  growing  whest 
and  a  certain  crop  of  growing  barley  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  a 
quantity  of  potatoes  also  growing  thereon,  sold  by  plaintiff  to  defeodsot, 
at  his  request,  on  7th  Atigust  1835;  as  also  for  the  use  of  certain  land  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  eatage  of  grass,  clover  and  stubble  thereon  growing, 
and  being  by  the  plaintiff  before  then  let  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request, 
and  by  the  defendant,  according  to  such  letting,  had  and  used  in  and  for 
the  depasturing  of  his  cattle." 

the 
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the  tithe.     It  did  not  distinctly  appear  whether  the  sale        1889. 


JOMM 


was  by  the  acre  or  not.     The  crops,  8&c.,  were  taken  by 

the  defendant  in  conformity  with  the  agreement     The        agmnti 

FmfT- 

payment  and  tender  were  proved,  as  pleaded ;  and  the 
defendant's  counsel  contended  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  on  the  first  issue,  because  the  contract 
proved  was  for  an  interest  in  land,  within  sect.  4  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.  The  learned  Judge  directed  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  second  and  thurd  issues, 
and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first,  reserving  leave  to  move 
for  a  nonsuit.  In  Easter  term,  1887,  Jervis  obtained  a 
rule  accordingly.     In  Hilary  term  last  (a), 

Kelly  and  fVelsby  shewed  cause.  No  interest  in  land 
passed  by  this  contract.  Nothing  was  sold  but  crops 
which,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery,  would  be  goods 
within  sect  17  of  stat  29  C  2.  c.  8.,  and,  as  there  has 
been  acceptance,  no  writing  was  necessary.  In  Evans 
V.  Roberts  (b)  it  was  held  that  a  sale  of  growing  pota- 
toes was  not  a  sale  of  an  interest  in  land.  In  Crosby 
V.  fVadsworth  (c)  the  sale  of  a  growing  crop  of  hay  was 
held  to  be  a  sale  of  an  interest  in  land ;  but  there  the 
vendee  was  to  mow  the  hay.  The  doctrine  ought  not 
to  be  extended  beyond  the  authorities;  for  it  is  notorious 
that  occupiers  of  land  continually  make  such  bargains 
without  any  notion  of  parting  with  an  interest  in  the  i 

land,  or  of  giving,  at  the  utmost,  more  than  a  license. 
The  buyer  here  would  have  been  a  trespasser  if  he  had 
done  more  than  carry  away  the  crop.     The  inclination 

fa)  Thurtday,  January  24th,  1839t  before  Lord  Denman  C  J.,  LitUe' 
dak,  WUHamSf  and  Coleridge  Jb. 

(6)  5  B.  i'  C.  889.  (c)  6  Eatt,  608. 

of 
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agakui 

FUMT. 


756  CASES  IN  TRINITY  VACATION 

1889.  of  the  Courts  has  latterly  been  to  hold  similar  bargains 
not  to  be  for  interests  in  land.  It  was  so  held  in 
Sainsbury  ▼.  Matthews  (a),  though  the  vendee  was  to 
find  diggers.  Parker  v.  Staniland  {b)  is  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Jervis  and  Meeson,  contra.  Sainsbury  v.  Matthews  (a) 
(as  Parke  B.  pointed  out)  was  a  mere  case  of  a  sale  to 
the  plaintiff  of  potatoes ;  and  the  plaintiff,  had  the  po- 
tatoes been  destroyed  before  the  time  for  digging 
arrived,  would  have  had  no  other  right  to  the  land, 
though,  till  that  time,  the  agreement  was  not  per- 
fected, because  till  then  it  would  not  be  known  what 
was  sold.  In  Evans  v.  Roberts  (c)  the  vendor  was  to 
dig  the  potatoes :  he  could  not,  therefore,  have  parted 
with  the  interest  in  the  land.  In  Parker  v.  Staniland {b) 
the  land  was  a  mere  place  of  deposit,  as  the  potatoes 
were  to  be  taken  immediately;  the  land  contribated 
nothing  to  the  value  of  the  article  sold,  after  the  sale. 
Here  the  crops,  which  include  the  grass  growing,  were 
to  continue  on  the  land ;  and  the  case,  therefore,  re- 
sembles Earl  of  Falmouth  v.  Thomas  (d)  and  Carringtonr. 
Boots  {e),  where  the  contract  was  held  to  be  for  an  in- 
terest in  land.  [Coleridge  J.  In  Earl  of  Falmouth  ?. 
Thomas  (d)  the  pleadings  expressly  connected  the  bargain 
as  to  the  crops  with  an  interest  in  land.]  The  decision 
proceeds  on  general  grounds.  In  Carrington  v.  Boots  (e) 
the  question  arose  incidentally;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
vendee  could  not  insist  on  his  right  to  enter  the  land 

(a)  4  ilf.  4f  JF.  343.  (b)  11  East,  362. 

(c)  SB.^C.  829.  (d)  1  C.  §■  M.  S9.  S,  CS  T^twIlSS, 


(e)  2M,  ^  IF.  248. 


and 
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and  take  the  crops,  because,  by  so  doing,  he  claimed 
an  interest  in  land,  to  which  he  was  not  entitled  accord- 
ing to  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  this  vacation  {June  2lst)  de- 
livered the  judgment  of  the  Court  After  stating  the 
nature  of  the  action,  his  Lordship  proceeded  as  follows. 

A  motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  made,  by  leave,  on  the 
ground  that  the  contract  proved,  which  was  oral  only, 
was  for  an  interest  in  land ;  this  was  denied  in  answer.; 
and  it  was  also  contended  that  the  state  of  the  pleadings 
precluded  the  defendant  from  taking  the  objection  {a). 

The  contract  was  made  in  August,  when  the  crops 
were  not  ripe,  though  nearly  so ;  and  the  witnesses  who 
proved  it  stated  it  thus.  [His  Lordship  then  stated 
the  terms  of  the  contract  as  they  are  given,  p.  754., 
ante.]  There  was  some  dispute,  upon  the  evidence^ 
whether  it  was  a  sale  by  the  acre  or  not. 

Nothing,  it  will  be  observed,  was  expressly  agreed 
on  as  to  the  possession  of  the  land.  It  will  be  our  duty, 
therefore,  in  construing  the  contract  as  to  this  parti- 
cular, to  have  regard  to  its  subject  matter,  and  to  imply 

(a)  One  question  on  the  pleadings  was,  whether  the  objection  on  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  could  be  taken  on  the  general  issue.  As  to  this,  the 
following  authorities  were  referred  to.  Reg.  JBil  4.  IT.  4.,  Pleadingt  in 
particmlar  Actions,  I.  AstumpsU  1.,  5  B.  ^  jid.  rii. ;  Johruon  y.  Bodgton, 
2  Jtf.  §■  fT.  653. ;  Elliott  T.  Thomas,  SM.^  W.  170. ;  Bwm^  v.  GUtnop^ 
1  Nem  Co.  633. ;  Omrngton  t.  RooU^  S  AT.  4:  W,  248.;  Shearwood  ▼. 
ffay,  S  A.4;E.  383.  See  Buitemere  t.  fft^et,  S  M.  ^  W,  456. ;  Eaa- 
wood  T.  Xienyon,  HiL  T,  1840,  l\  A,  i E.      ^ 

Another  question  was  as  to  the  effect  of  the  two  pleas  of  partial  tender 
and  partial  payment.  As  to  this  the  foUowing  authorities  were  referred 
to.  Raventerqft  v.  Wise,  \  C.  M.  ^  R.  203.  S,  C.  4  T^rwh.  741. ; 
Meaner  ▼.  SmUh,  4  P.  {r  Ad,  673. ;  Middleton  v.  Brewer,  1  Peake,  N.  P. 
C.  20.  (Sd  ed.) 

SO 
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1839.  so  much,  and  only  so  much,  as  is  necessary  to  give  full 
effect  to  its  expressed  terms,  nothing  appearing  in  the 
subsequent  acts  of  the  parties  to  influence  our  con- 
struction either  way. 

Three  things  were  the  subject  matter  of  the  contract, 
crops  of  com,  potatoes,  and  the  after  eatage  of  stubble 
and  lay  grass.  Of  these  all  but  the  lay  grass  are  froctus 
industriales ;  as  such,  they  are  seizable  by  the  sheriff 
under  a  fieri  facias,  and  go  to  the  executor,  not  to  the  heir. 
If  they  had  been  ripe  at  the  date  of  the  contract,  it  may 
be  tonsidered  liow  as  quite  settled  that  the  contract 
would  have  been  held  to  be  a  contract  merely  for  the 
sale  of  goods  and  chattels.  And,  although  they  had 
still  to  derive  nutriment  from  the  land,  yet  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  them  has  been  determined,  from  this 
their  original  character,  not  to  be  on  that  account  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  any  interest  in  land.  Evans  y. 
Jloberls  {a)  proceeds  on  this  principle.  That  was  a  sale 
of  growing  potatoes.  Holroyd  J.  says  (i),  ^^  This  is  to 
be  considered  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  and  chat- 
tels to  be  delivered  at  a  future  period.  Although  the 
vendee  might  have  an  incidental  right,  by  virtue  of  his 
contract,  to  some  benefit  from  the  land  while  the  pota- 
toes were  arriving  at  maturity^  yet  I  think  he  had  not 
an  interest  in  the  land  within  the  meaning  of  this  sta- 
tute." And  Littledale  J.  says  (c),  «  I  think  that  a  sale 
of  any  growing  produce  of  the  earth  (reared  by  labour 
and  expence>in  actual  existence  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
tract, whether  it  be  in  a  state  of  maturity  or  not^  is  not 
to  be  considered  a  'sale  of  an  interest  in  or  concerning 

(a)  SB.^C.  829.  *  (6)  Page  8S7. 

(c)  Page  840. 

land 
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land  within  the  meaning  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  18S9. 
statute  of  frauds."  Bayley  J.  lays  down  the  same  prin* 
ciple,  and  qualifies^  not  the  judgment,  but  the  dictum,  of 
Mansfield  C.  J.  in  Emmerson  v.  Heelis  (a\  which  cer« 
tainly  is  at  variance  with  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  in  Evans  y.  Roberts  {b\  It  was  a  dictum, 
however,  unnecessary  to  the  decision. 
'  The  present  case  diiFers  from  Evans  v.  Robeiis  {b)  in 
this,  that  there  the  potatoes  were  to  be  dug  up  by  the 
seller;  the  judgments,  however,  do  not  proceed  on  this 
distinction,  although  it  was  not  unnoticed.  Holroyd  J. 
expressly  says  (c)  that,  even  if  they  were  to  be  dug  up  by 
the  buyer,  "  I  think  he  would  not  have  had  an  interest  in 
the  land.**  And  we  agree  that  the  safer  grounds  of  deci* 
sion  are  the  legal  character  of  the  principal  subject  mat* 
ter  of  sale,  and  the  consideration  whether,  in  order  to 
effectuate  the  intentions  of  the  parties,  it  be  necessary  to 
give  the  vendee  an  interest  in  the  land.  Tried  by  these 
tests,  we  think  that»  if  the  lay  grass  be  excluded,  the 
parties  must  be  taken  to  have  been  dealing  about'  goods 
and  chattels,  and  that  an  easement  of  the  right  to  enter 
the  land,  for  the  purpose  of  harvesting  and  carrying 
•them  away,  is  all  that  was  intended  to  be  granted  to  the 
purchaser.  It  is  very  difficult  to  reconcile  all  the  cases, 
and  still  more  so  all  the  dicta,  on  this  subject,  from  the 
case  of  Waddington  v.  Bristol  {d)  to  the  present  time : 
and  we  are  therefore  left  at  liberty  to  abide  by  a  general 
principle. 

Upon  this  principle,  however,  we  are  to  examine 
whether  the  introduction  of  the  lay  grass  into  the  con- 
tract ought  to  vary  the  decision.     This  is  the  natural 

(a)  2  Taunt.  47.  (6)  S  B.  i  C  889. 

(c)  P.  838.  ^«0  2  A  *  P.  452. 

Vou  X.  S  E  produce 


Flimt. 
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18S9.        produce  of  the  land,  not  distinguishable  from  the  land 
■^  itself  in  legal  contemplation,  until  actual  severance;  it 

passes  accordingly  to  the  heir,  not  to  the  executor;  and 
in  Crotby  v.  Wadsworth  (a)  it  was  decided  that  the  pur^ 
chaser  of  a  crop  of  mowing  grass,  unripe,  and  which  he 
was  to  cut,  took  an  exclusive  interest  in  the  land  before 
severance. 

If,  therefore,  this  be  a  case  in  which  the  parties  in- 
tended a  sale  and  purchase  of  the  grass  to  be  mowed  or 
fed  by  the  buyer,  both  on  principle  and  authority  the 
objection  of  the  defendant  must  prevail. 

Looking,  however,  at  the  facts,  we  think  this  was  not 
such  a  bargain.  It  may  well  be  doubted,  upon  all  the 
evidence,  whether  any  thing  that  could  be  called  a  crqi 
of  grass  was  in  the  ground,  or  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  parties  at  all :  for  it  does  not  appear  that  any  clover 
or  other  grass  had  been  sown  with  the  com ;  and  the 
word  grass  seems  merely  to  have  been  adopted  by  the 
witness  in  cross  examination  from  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel. But,  not  relying  upon  this,  we  find  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  to  pay  the  tithe,  and  that,  after  the  harvestings 
he  reserved  to  himself  the  right  of  turning  his  own 
cattle  into  the  fields ;  and  we  think  that,  however  ex- 
pressed, the  more  reasonable  construction  of  the  con- 
tract is,  that  the  possession  of  the  field  still  remained 
with  the  owner  after  the  harvesting,  as  before ;  it  was 
not  necessary  to  the  vendee  before,  on  account  of  the 
grass,  because  that,  whatever  it  was,  could  not  then  be 
got  at;  nor  did  it  need  preservation;  and  afterwards  it  is 
more  reasonable  to  consider  the  owner  as  agisting  the 
vendee's  cattle,  than  as  having  his  own  cattle  agisted  by 

(a)  6£aif,602. 

him 
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him  whose  interest  at  the  best  was  of  so  very  limited  a        1889. 
nature.  — — 

JOMXS 

Upon  these  grounds,  not  impeaching  the  principle  of        agamtt 
Crosby  v.  Wadswcrth  (a),  but  deciding  on  the  additional 
facts  in  this  case,  we  think  this  incident  in  the  contract 
does  not  alter  its  nature;  and  the  objection  founded  on 
the  statute  will  not  prevail. 

This   makes   it   unnecessary   to  consider  the  other 
points,  and  the  rule  will  be  discharged. 

Rule  dischai'ged. 

(a)  6  EaU^  602. 


Doe   on   tlie   demise   of  Heighley   against    saiurda^, 

^  June  29d. 

Harland  and  Others. 

JLJUMFREYj  in  last  Easter  term,  obtained  a  rule  to  WberathelM- 

shew  cause  why  an  order,  made  by  Patteson  J.  in  the  tiff  in  ^ect- 

Bail  Court,  for  staying  proceedings  in  this  action  till  the  Md^hel/of  the 

costs  of  a  former  ejectment  were  paid,  should  not  be  set  J^LIJ^torati 

aside.     The  present  action  was  brought  by  the  son  and  *"^  ^'•'""  ""- 

'^  o         J  der  the  same 

heir  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  former  action,  title,  and 

•gaiiiftthe 

against  the  same  defendants,  and  upon  the  same  tide,  but  samedefendant, 

i*       ,._  v-m-      ^         .     1    -r^        1         mi       but  brings  hit 

for  different  premises.  Humfrey  cited  noe  dem.  Taylor  action  for  dif- 
V.  Harris  (a)  as  in  point,  where  this  Court,  under  similar  thlTcoairtwiU 
circumstances,  refused  to  stay  proceedings.  It  also  ap*  [^^tUthe 
peared  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  first  eject-  JJ^'J^dSTare 
ment  had  been  attached  for  non-payment  of  the  costs,  and  P"^. 
had  been  discharged  under  the  Insolvent  Act,  while  in  though  the 

rrn  »  lessoT  in  the 

custody  under  such  attachment.      This,  he  contended,  first  action  was 
operated  as  a  discharge  of  the  costs,  even  if  the  Court  an  insobnent, 

while  in  cus- 
(a)  4  Mann,  |r  Ry>  569.     It  is  said  there,  in  the  judgment  of  the   tody  under  at- 
Court,  that  the  two  ejectments  were  brought  against  different  defendants.   ^^™®°*  ^J  ^^ 

3E2  should  •^>'«»«»- 


Harlamd. 
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18S9.       should  be  disposed  to  stay  proceedings  on  the  other 
ground.    On  12th  June^  in  this  term, 

Dob  dem. 

HnOHLBT 

^fontt  Cresswell  shewed  cause  (a). 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  judgment  as  fol- 
lows. 

The  case  of  Doe  dem.  Taylor  v.  Harris  (A)  is  con- 
trary to  all  the  other  cases  on  this  subject  which  are 
collected  in  Mr.  Tidd^s  book,  p.  1232.,  and  by  which  it 
is  clear  that,  where  the  title  is  the  same,  a  second  eject- 
ment may  be  stayed  until  security  for  costs  of  a  former 
ejectment  is  given,  although  the  party  suing  in  the 
second  is  not  the  same  as  in  the  first;  for  he  must  be 
privy  in  interest.  We  think,  therefore,  that  there  must 
be  some  mistake  in  the  report  of  that  case  in  omitting 
some  peculiar  circumstances ;  at  all  events  we  do  not 
hold  it  binding.  The  other  question  is  as  to  the  e£kct 
of  the  discharge  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's  &ther 
under  the  Insolvent  Act,  being  then  jn  custody  under 
an  attachment  for  these  costs.  Now  that  discharge  is 
no  actual  satisfaction ;  and,  as  the  only  mode  by  which 
a  defendant  in  ejectment  can  get  his  costs  is  by  attach- 
ment, it  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  person  taking  his 
debtor  under  a  ca.  sa.  when  he  might  have  sued  out  a 
fi.  fa.  There  is  a  case  in  Barneys  Notes  (c),  where  it 
was  held  that,  if  a  defendant  had  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  custody  under  an  attachment,  he  could  not 
stay  his  proceeding  in  a  second  ejectment;  which  may 
have  been  on  the  ground  that  by  keeping  him  in  cus- 

(o)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtledale,  and  P^tetom  Ja. 

(b)  4  Mmm.  i  12y.  569. 

(c)  Benn  t.  Iknn  dem*  Mofimer,  Bamei,  180. 

tody 


Dob  dem. 
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tody  he  deprives  him,  in  some  sort,  of  the  means  of  pay- 
ing the  costs  of  the  first  action ;  which  ground  does  not 
exist  here.   This  rule  roust  be  discharged,  without  costs.       Huoulct 

agahut 

Rule  discharged  (a).      Hakland. 

(a)  See,  as  to  the  tecond  point,  Doe  dem,  Sianduk  t.  J2oe,  5  B.  ^  Ad. 
878. 


Doe  against  Wright.  j^  22d. 

TRESPASS   for  mesne  profits.      The  declaration  Trespass  for 
*  mesne  proou 

(I3th  June  1887}  complained  of  a  breakinijr  and  between  loth 

entering,   to   wit  on    10th  Juty   1826,  into  the  plain-  the  commence- 

tifi^'s  manors  of  Hornby  and  of  Tatham^  with  the  tithes  suit,    pieas. 

and  appurtenances,  and  the  rectory  of  the  parish  of  ^ff^,^^ 

Taiham^  and  the  tithes   thereof,  of  the  plaintifi;  and  g^J'^i^ 

other  lands  in  the  county  of  jLancaster^  and  expelling  ?*^^'™^ 

plaintifi^  from  his  possession  thereof,  and  keeping  and  premises  were 

■^  ^  "the  soil  and 

continuing  plaintifi^  so  expelled   until   the  commence-  freehold  of  de^ 

11.  .  .  .  fendant  during 

ment  of  the  action,  and,  durmg  that  time,  taking  the  all  the  tim«, 

rents  and  profits  thereof  to  defendant's  own  use.  uon,  ^^ay^ 

Pleas.     1.  That  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  ^^j^^^ 

manors,  rectory,  tithes,  and  premises  in  the  declaration  ^*'^g^^^ 

mentioned,  or  any,  or  either  of  them,  in  manner  and  pontiff  «>m- 

menced  an 

form  &c. :  conclusion  to  the  country.  "ction  of  ejcct- 

.  ment  for  re- 

2.  As  to  breaking  and  entering  the  manors  of  H.  coveryofthe 
and  T.,  and  the  other  lands  (omittuig  the  tithes  and  on  a  demise 
rectory),  and  expelling  plaintiff  from   the  possession  isse^fw  w 

teen  years,  and 
a  demise  laid  86th  December  1831  for  seren  yean,  and  an  ouster  on  S7tb  December  1831, 
and  had  judgment  to  recover  his  said  terms;  concluding  with  a  prayer  of  judgment  if 
defendant  ought,  during  the  said  terms,  to  be  admitted,  &c. 

Held,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the  replication  was  good : 

And  that  a  rejoinder,  stating  that  no  writ  of  execution  was  ever  issued,  nor  had  plain- 
tiff e¥er  had  poisession  of  the  premises,  but  that  a  writ  of  error  upon  the  judgment  was 
still  pending  and  undetermined,  was  bad. 

llie  plea  of  liberum  tenementum  admits  a  sufficient  possession  of  the  plaintiff  to  support 
an  action  against  a  wrong  do#r,  but  denies  his  rightful  poawssion,  and  asserts  a  right  to 
immediate  possession  in  the  defendant. 

.S  E  3  thereof 
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18S9.        thereof,  and  keeping  him  so  expelled  for  the  time  in 
_  the  declaration  mentioned ;  that  the  same  are^  and  were 

Doe  ' 

Qgmna       during  all  the  time  above-mentioned,  the  close,  soil,  and 

Waioht. 

freehold  of  defendant,  &c.     Verification. 

S.  As  to  breaking  and  entering  the  tithes  and  rec*- 
tory,  that  the  same  are,  and  were  during  all  the  time 
&c.,  the  freehold  of  defendant,  &c.     Verification. 

Replication  to  the  first  plea,  that  defendant  ought 
not  to  be  admitted  to  plead  the  said  plea,  because,  after 
the  said  10th  July  1826,  to  wit  in  Trinity  term  2  FF.  4., 
in  the  court  of  our  late  lord  the  King  before  the  King 
himself,  George  Wright,  the  defendant  in  thb  suit,  by 
the  name  of  George  Wright,  late  of  H.  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster,  yeoman,  was  attached  to  answer  J<^n  Doe  (a), 
the  plaintifi^  in  this  suit,  wherefore  the  said  G.  Wright, 
with  force  and  arms,  broke  and  entered  the  manor  of 
Hornby  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  with  the  appurte- 
nances, and  all  the  tithes  arising  therein ;  and  the  manor 
of  I'atham  with  the  appurtenances  in  the  same  county; 
and  the  rectory  of  the  parish  church  of  Tatham  in  the 
said  county,  and  all  the  tithes  within  the  said  rectory 
and  parish,  which  one  Sandjbrd  Tatham  had  demised  to 
the  said  John  Doe  for  a  term  which  had  not  then  ex- 
pired ;  and  also  wherefore  the  said  George  Wright,  with 
force  and  arms,  broke  and  entered  a  certain  ^  other" 
manor  of  Hornby  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  (repeating 
exactly  the  same  premises  as  before),  which  the  said 
Sandford  Tatham  had  demised  to  the  said  John  Doe  for 
a  certain  other  term  not  then  expired  s  and  thereupon 
the  said  John  Doe  complained  (statmg  a  declaration  in 

(a)  As  to  fonnier  proceedings  between  the  present  parties,  flee  Wry^ 
V.  Doe  denu  SToMam,  \  A,  ^  E,  3.  Same  y.  Same^  7  A.  ^  £,  313. ; 
Same  v.  Same,  4  New  Ca.  489.  In  7  ^.  ^  E,  p.  336.,  line  18,  lor  1836 
teed  1837. 

ejectment 
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ejectment  on  a  demise  of  the  first-mentioned  premises        1839. 

on  My  10th  1826>  and  a  demise  of  the  secondly  men- 

tioned  premises  on  26th  December  1831^  for  the  terms        og<»nd 

Wright. 

of  fourteen  and  seven  years  respectively,  and. an  ouster 
of  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  from  the  several  pre- 
mises on  27th  I)ecember  1831,  the  said  several  terms 
therem,  and  each  of  them,  then  and  at  the  time  of  the 
said  complaint  being  unexpired;  plea  of  not  guilty, 
and  issue  thereon;  trial  at  the  assizes  at  Lancaster ^ 
Auffutf  7  W.^.;  verdict  for  plaintiff,  and  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Michaelmas  term,  11th  N(h 
vember  1836):  whereby  the  said  John  Doe  recovered 
against  the  said  George  Wright  his  several  terms  afore- 
said, then  yet  to  come,  of  and  in  the  several  tenements 
aforesaid  with  the  appurtenances,  together  with  his 
damages,  costs,  and  charges,  &c.;  as  by  tlie  record 
and  proceeding  thereof,  remaining  in  the  said  Court  of 
King's  Bench  in  full  force  and  effect,  more  fully  ap- 
peared. Averment,  that  the  manors  of  i/.  and  T.  with 
the  appurtenances,  the  tithes,  rectory,  &c.,  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  were  respectively  the  same  with  the 
manors,  tithes,  rectories,  8cc«,  mentioned  in  the  said 
recovery,  record,  and  proceedings,  and  not  other  or 
different  Prayer  of  judgment  if  defendant,  during  the 
said  terms  in  the  said  record  mentioned^  ought  to  be  ad- 
mitted to  the  said  plea,  contrary  to  the  said  recovery, 
record,  and  proceedings. 

Replication  to  the  second  and  third  pleas,  that  de- 
fendant ought  not  to  be  admitted  to  plead  the  said  pleas 
or  either  of  them,  because  &c.  (stating  the  action  of  eject- 
ment on  two  demises,  the  pleadings,  verdict  and  recovery 
exactly  as  on  the  replication  to  the  first  plea,  with  a 
similar  averment  of  identity,  and  conclusion )« 

Rejoinder  to  the  replication  to  the  first  plea;  that 
8  £  4  the 
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I8S9.       the  defendant  ought  to  be  admitted  to  plead  the  said 


Dob 


plea,  because  heretofore,  to  wit  on  2d  November  1836, 
agamd  a  writ  of  error  was  duly  issued  out  of  Chancery  by 
defendant,  to  remove  a  transcript  of  the  record  and 
proceedings  in  the  ejectment  suit,  mentioned  in  the  re* 
plication,  into  the  Exchequer  chamber*  That  the  said 
writ  of  error  was  duly  allowed  on  2d  November^  and 
was  a  supersedeas  to  all  writs  of  execution  upon  the 
said  judgment ;  and  that  no  writ  of  execution  ever 
issued  at  any  time  upon  the  said  Judgment,  nor  was  the 
said  JMn  Doe  ever  in  possession  of  the  premises  in 
the  said  declaration  and  replication  mentioned,  or  any 
of  them,  or  any  part  thereof.  That  the  said  record 
and  proceedings  were  afterwards  duly  certified  by  the 
Chief  Justice  in  a  transcript  annexed  to  the  writ  of 
error,  and  delivered  to  the  justices  and  barons  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber ;  which  said  writ  of  error,  at  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  was  in  the  said  Exchequer 
Chamber  duly  deposited  with,  and  in  th%  hands  o^  the 
proper  officer  in  that  behalf,  and  in  full  force  and 
effect,  and  the  proceedings  thereon  pending  and  uade« 
termined;  and  that,  after  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  to  wit  on  &c.,  the  said  judgment  was  affirmed; 
and  thereupon,  to  wit  on  &c.,  a  writ  of  error  was  duly 
issued  out  of  Chancery,  reciting  the  said  affirmance  of 
the  said  judgment,  and  commanding  the  Chief  Justice  of 
the  King's  Bench  to  send  the  record  and  process  of  the 
said  plaint  into  pariiament,  &c. ;  that  the  last-mentioned 
writ  of  error  was  afterwards  duly  allowed,  and  was  a 
supersedeas  to  all  writs  of  execution.  That  the  record 
and  process  was  afterwards,  to  wit  on  &Ck,  duly  cer- 
tified, together  with  the  said  writ,  to  the  Queen  (after 
the  demise  of  the  late  King)  in  parliament;  as  by  the 
same,  in  the  hands  of  the  proper  officer  of  pariiament 

in 
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in  that  behalf,  reference  being  had  thereunto,  will  fully       1839. 


DOK 


and  at  large  appear;  and  which  said  last-mentioned 

writ  of  error  is  now  in  fiill  force  and  effect,  and  the        i^diut 

proceedings  thereon  pending  and  undetermined.    Veri- 

fioation  and  prayer  of  judgment  that  defendant  ought  to 

be  admitted  to  plead,  &c. 

Similar  rejoinders  to  the  replications  to  the  second 
and  third  pleas. 

General  demurrers  to  each  of  the  rejoinders;  and 
joinder  in  demurrer. 

At  the  sittings  in  Banc  in  last  Hilary  vacation  (a), 
1st  February^  the  demurrers  were  argued  by 

CressaeUj  ibr  the  plaintiff.  The  questions  raised 
upon  the  record  are,  whether  the  recovery  in  ejectment 
be  pleadable  as  an  estoppel,  in  reply,  to  the  pleas  of 
liberum  tenementum,  and  ^'not  possessed:"  whether 
the  effect  of  the  estoppel  is  defeated  by  the  pendency  of 
a  writ  of  error :  and,  whether  the  plaintiff  roust  have 
been  put  into  actual  possession  by  entry,  or  writ  of 
habere  facias  possessionem,  before  he  can  maintain  an 
action  for  mesne  profits. 

The  replication  is  supported  by  an  authority  expressly 
in  point,  Nares  y.  Lewisy  of  which  the  record  is  found  in 
Bfxnonlaafs  Entri^^  tit  Trespass  (6),  and  in  the  Appendix 
to  BichardsofCi  Practice  of  the  Common  Pleas^  vol.  ii.  p.  256. 
(4th  ed.  p.  44a).  The  original  record  has  been  examined 
and  found  to  correspond  with  the  entries.  It  was  an 
action  of  trespass  agsXmtElizabeth  Leads  for  mesne  profits 
from  2d  OctfAer^  32  Car.  2.,  to  4th  Marchy  85  Car.  2* 
The  defendant  pleaded  that  she  entered  by  command 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J. ,  LUtledale,  miUamt,  and  Coleridge  Js. 
(»)  Brownhw  Latin   lUdwwui,  p.  493.  (ed.  169S.) 

of 
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1SS9.  of  persons  who  were  seised  in  fee  of  the  premises,  and 
gave  express  colour  to  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  replied, 

ogmiui  by  way  of  estoppel,  that  he  had,  in  HiL  32  &  35  Car.  2^ 
brought  an  action  of  ejectione  firmse  against  the  defend- 
ant and  others  on  a  demise  to  him  of  the  same  premises 
by  B.  G.  for  the  term  of  five  years  on  1st  of  October 
32  Car.  2. ;  that  defendants  had  pleaded  Not  guil^,  on 
which  issue  was  joined,  which  was  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
who  thereupon  had  judgment  to  recover  possession  of 

*  his  term.     To  this  replication  the  defendant  demurred. 

Judgment  was  given  in  the  Common  Pleas  for  the  plain- 
tiff; and  the  judgment  was  afterwards  affirmed  on  error 
in  this  Court.  The  only  difference  between  the  two 
cases  is,  that  the  defendant  there  gave  express  colour ; 
here  the  possession  is  traversed  in  one  plea,  and  iwg^Ued 
colour  is  given  by  the  other  plea  of  liberum  tenemen- 
tum.  The  law  of  estoppel  is  clearly  stated  in  the 
judgment  of  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Outram  v.  More- 
"wood  (a) :  ^<  a  recovery  in  any  one  suit,  upon  issue  joined 
on  matter  of  title,  is  equally  conclusive  upon  the  subject 
matter  of  such  title ; "  and  <*  a  finding  upon  title  in  tres- 
pass not  only  operates  as  a  bar  to  the  future  recovery  of 
damages  for  a  trespass  founded  on  the  same  injury,  but 
also  operates  by  way  of  estoppel  to  any  action  for  an 
injury  to  the  same  supposed  right  of  possession.^  His 
Lordship  then  cites  a  case  from  Leonard  {Jb)y  where  the 
defendant,  in  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum  firegit, 
pleaded  a  former  recovery  in  an  ejectione  firmae  brought 
by  himself  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  same  land,  and 
the  plea  was  held  to  be  an  estoppel,  for  that  the  posses- 
sion was  bound  by  the  recovery.  So  here  the  right  of 
possession  has  been  determined  between  these  parties, 

(a)  3  J?a«l,346.     See  p.  354.  (6)  Anon,  3  Leon.  194. 

and 
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and  the  defendant  can  no  longer  dispute  it  by  either  of        1839. 
his  pleas.    Treoiikm  v.  Lawrance  {a)  also  illustrates  the  .^ 

law  of  estoppel,  and  explains  some  apparently  discordant        ^9«ii^ 
authorities  by  shewing  under  what  circumstances  the 
jury  are  bound  by  an  estoppel. 

Then  does  the  pendency  of  a  writ  of  error  alter  the 
case?  Until  actual  reversal,  the  judgment  is  in  full  force, 
and  the  replication  is  strictly  true  in  every  part.  If  it 
be  reversed,  the  plea  of  course  becomes  false,  and  the 
estoppel  fails ;  but  in  the  mean  time  the  possibility  of  re^ 
versal  cannot  affect  the  present  validity  of  the  judgment. 
Thus  debt  lies  on  a  judgment  pending  a  writ  of  error 
brought  upon  the  same  judgment ;  Year^Book^  18  Ed.  4>* 
f.  6.  B.  pi.  SS. ;  Dighiofi  v.  Gratml{b).  It  was  said  in 
the  latter  case  that  a  writ  of  error  is  not  pleadable,  even 
in  abatement,  to  a  scire  facias  upon  a  judgment.  If, 
then,  it  will  not  suspend  the  effect  of  a  judgment,  d 
fortiori  it  is  no  bar  to  it.  The  same  point  was  decided 
in  Snook  v.  Mattock  (c)  and  Godmin  v.  Goodwin  (d). 
In  Dof^rd  V.  Ellys  {e)  the  Court  refused  to  stay  pro-> 
ceedings  ia  an  action  for  mesne  profits,  pending  error 
in  the  action  of  ejectment ;  and  rightly,  for  the  plaintiff^s 
remedy  should  not  be  put  in  peril  by  the  contingency 
of  the  death  of  parties,  or  of  witnesses,  or  other  ac- 
cidents which  may  occur  during  the  delay.  It  is  true 
that  the  writ  of  error  is  a  supersedeas  of  execution; 
but  that  is  only  by  the  practice  of  the  courts,  and  not 
by  any  rule  of  law;  for  the  courts  will  sometimes  per- 
mit execution  to  be  issued,  as  where  the  writ  of  error 
appears  to  be  brought  for  delay ;  Kempland  v.  Macau* 

(a)  iSojOt.  3^6. 

(6)  4  Mod.  247.  (c)  S  A,  ^  E.  839. 

(<0  SO  Ftn.  Abr,  69.     Supenedeat  (B)  pi.  12. 

(e)  12  Mod.  1S8.    S,  C.  as  Tonford  t.  -^-^,  Omh.  455. 

% 
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1 839.        Uy  (a).    MeriUm  v.  Stevens  {b),  and  Tasmdl  v.  Siane  {e)f 

-  also  shew  that  this  practice  is  founded  on  the  equity  of 

^otiitf        the  Court.     Nor  will  any  inconvenience  follow  from  the 

reversal  of  the  judgment  in  ejectment,  for  the  defendant 

may  be  relieved,  either  by  applying  to  this  Conrt  to  stay 

execution,  or  by  a  writ  of  audita  querela. 

The  objection  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  obtained 
actual  possession,  or  sued  out  a  writ  of  habere  fiujas 
possessionem,  is  entitled  to  no  weight ;  for  the  plaintiff 
in  ejectment  may  have  a  right  to  the  profits  without  the 
possession.  If  the  plaintiff  had  been  tenant  per  autre 
vie,  and  the  life  had  dropped,  he  could  not  have  ob- 
tained possession,  but  would  have  had  a  right  to  the 
mesne  profits.  In  the  old  action  of  ejectione  firms?, 
where  the  plaintiff  sued  for  his  term  and  damages,  he 
might  have  damages  without  the  term  :  7  Ed^  4.  6.  (^, 
cited  Bro,  Ab.  Quare  ejecii  infra  iermimany  &c.,  pi.  6., 
Peto  V.  Checy  {e).  So,  in  the  modern  action  of  eject- 
ment, when  the  term  expires,  the  plaintiff  may  have 
damages  without  possession ;  TArustout  dem.  Turner  v. 
Grey  (g).  Doe  dem.  Morgan  v.  Bluck  (A).  So»  in  the 
analogous  case  of  a  writ  of  waste,  the  plaintiff  may  be 
entitled  to  damages,  where  he  cannot  have  the  place 
wasted ;  Co.  Lit.  285  a. 

fVightmanj  contra.  The  replication  is  no  estoppel. 
It  is  no  answer  to  the  first  plea  denying  the  plaintiff's 
possession,  because  the  recovery  and  judgment  in  eject- 

(a)  4  T,  n.  4S6.  (6)   WUles,  271. 

(t)  4  Burr.  2454. 

(d)  See  Doe  denu  Poole  t.  ErtingtoHy  1  A.  i  E.  750. ;  p.  756.,  end 
note  (a),  ibid. 

(«)  2  Brownl.  (f  G.  128^  (g)  2  Stra.  1056t 

(A)  3  Camp.  447. 

ment 
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ment  did  not  vest  the  possession  in  the  plaintiff,  but  18S9. 
only  entitled  him  to  obtain  it  by  a  writ  of  possession^  — — * 
which  was  never  sued  out  The  rejoinder  distinctly  agamti 
states  that  no  execution  ever  issued,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  never  was  in  possession  of  the  premises.  The 
consent  rule  no  doubt  confessed  the  possession,  but 
that  is  no  part  of  the  record.  If,  then,  the  plaintiff  has 
not  been  in  actual  possession  since  the  recovery  in 
ejectment,  this  action,  which  is  founded  on  possession, 
will  not  lie.  It  would,  indeed,  have  been  enough,  if  the 
plaintiff  had  been  let  into  possession  voluntarily  by  the 
defendant ;  Calvart  v.  HorsfaU  (a) ;  but  possession  is  at 
all  events  essential.  Fermick  v.  Gronenor  {b)  illustrates 
the  principle.  Doe  v.  Huddart  {c)  only  decides  that 
the  record  of  a  recovery  in  ejectment  is  not  conclusive 
evidence  of  title  in  an  action  for  mesne  profits ;  though 
it  was  certainly  intimated  by  the  Ck»urt  that,  if  it  be 
available  at  all  by  way  of  estoppel,  it  must  be  specially 
replied. 

Then,  as  to  the  plea  of  liberum  tenementum,  there  is 
this  additional  difficulty,  that  the  plaintiff  sets  up  his 
judgment  to  recover  a  term  as  an  answer  to  a  claim  of 
the  freehold.  The  plea  and  the  replication  are  therefore 
not  ad  idem.  The  defendant  may  be  estopped  from  de- 
nying that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  term ;  but  a  term 
or  lease  to  the  plaintiff,  though  pleadable  in  reply  by 
way  of  confession  and  avoidance  of  a  claim  of  freehold, 
cannot  estop  the  defendant  from  asserting  such  claim. 
iLitiledale  J.  The  term  is  not  derived  from  the  de- 
fendant, but  a  third  party,  whose  title  has  been  estab- 
lished a^  against  the  defendant]  It  does  not  appear 
whether  the  title  of  both  the  lessor  and  the  plaintiff 


(a)  4  Esp.  167.  (6)  1  Salk.  258. 

(c)  SC.il.jrii.  316. 
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1889.        may  not  have  been  derived  from  the  defendant ;  but,  at 
all  events,  the  plaintifF  established  nothing  but  a  right 
to  recover  a  teruii  which  is  consistent  with  the  title 
pleaded  by   the  defendant*      Tajfhr  dan.  Atkyns  r. 
Horde  (a)  settles  the  principle  of  the  modern  action  of 
ejectment,  and  shews  that  the  judgment  i^  *<  a  recovery 
of  the  possession  (not  of  the  seisin  or  freehold),  without 
prejudice  to  the  right,  as  it  may  afterwards  appear, 
even  between  the  parties."     He  who  enters  under  it 
can  only  be  possessed  <*  according  to  the  right "  (&}. 
A  judgment  in  ejectment  cannot  be  pleaded  at  all,  in 
any  shape,  either  by  the  defendant  or  the  plainti£^  in 
a  second  action  of  ejectment  for  the  same  land.    It 
is  not  even  evidence  in  a  second  action.    If,  indeed, 
a  plea  of  libernm  tenementum   had  been  pleaded  to 
the  action  of  ejectment,  and  the  issue  on  it  found  for 
the  plaintiff,  he  might  then  have  replied  it  by  way  of 
estoppel   in  this  action.      [Coleridge  J.     The  verdict 
and  judgment  shew  a  right  of  possession  in  the  plain* 
tiff:  the  plea  of  liberum  tenementum  asserts  a  right 
of  possession  in  the  defendant:   has   not  the  plain- 
tiff a  right  to  say,  ^^  this  question  has  already  been 
settled  between  us  in  the  former  action  ?"]     The  estop- 
pel must  be  of  something  directly  in  issue.     Here  the 
right  to. the  freehold  is  alleged.    In  ejectment,  the  right 
to  the  possession  alone  was  determined.   The  precedent 
cited  from  •  BicJtardsotifs  Practice  b  unsatisfactory,  be- 
cause no  grounds  of  the  judgment  appear  in  any  report 
of  the  case ;  nor  are  the  pleadings  exactly  the  same^ 
for  the  plea  there  states  a  seisin  in  fee,  and  an  actual 
possession  of  the  persons  so  seised,  by  entry.     The 
issue,  therefore,  went  to  the  possession. 

There  are  further  objections  to  the  replication.     The 

(a)  1  Burr.  GO,  114.  (6)  Id.  p.  144. 
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declaration  complains  of  an  expulsion,  and  appropriation  1889. 
of  the  mesne  profits  from  10th  Jtdy  1826  down  to  the  ~ 
commencement  of  the  suit.  The  replication  alleges  a  afflhut 
recovery  on  two  demises,  one  on  10th  July  1826  for 
fourteen  years,  the  other  on  26th  December  1831  for 
seven  years.  In  thb  there  is  repugnancy  as  well  as  un- 
certainty. The  recovery  of  the  last  term  of  seven  years 
only  shews  a  possession  or  right  of  possession  on  26th 
December  1881,  and  is  therefore  no  answer  to  so  much 
of  the  pleas  as  denies  possession,  or  right  of  possession, 
during  the  period  between  that  time  and  My  1826. 
{Coleridge  J.  The  judgment  is  for  recovery  on  both 
terms.]  Estoppels  are  to  be  construed  strictly ;  and  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  shew  on  which  of  the  terms  he  relies. 
Besides,  in  point  of  form,  although  the  premises,  included 
in  the  two  demises,  are  the  same  in  name,  viz.,  the 
manors  of  H.  and  T.,  yet  they  are  alleged  in  the  de- 
claration in  ejectment  to  be  **  other "  manors  and  pre- 
mises. It  is,  therefore,  not  clear  that  the  replications 
cover  the  whole  period  to  which  the  pleas  apply.  The 
pleas  apply  to  the  period  between  Jtdy  1826  and  the 
commencement  of  this  suit  The  recovery  in  ejectment, 
without  actual  entry,  at  most  only  estops  the  defendant 
from  denying  possession  for  the  period  mentioned  in 
the  declaration  in  ejectment,  and  the  replication  is, 
therefore,  not  co-extensive  with  the  first  plea.  That 
declaration  asserts  a  possession  under  the  first  demise 
from  1826  till  ouster  in  1831,  which  is  inconsistent 
with  the  continued  expulsion  of  the  plaintiff  from  1826, 
as  alleged  in  the  present  action. 

Supposing,  however,  that  the  replication  is  good,  the 
pendency  of  a  writ  of  error  is  an  answer  to  it  It  would, 
indeed,  be  a  singular  state  of  the  law,  if  a  judgment 

should 
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18S9.        should   be  held   conclusive,   the  validity  of  which  is 
actually  in  question  in  a  court  of  error.     The  effect  of 

agmui       the  rejoinder  is,  not  to  deny  the  existence  of  the  judg- 
ment, but  to  stay  its  operation  during  the  pendency 
of  the  writ  of  error.     Any  averment  may  be  made  in 
answer  to  an   estoppel,  which  does  not  impugn  the 
record,  and  which  only  goes  to  the  operation  of  it; 
Hynde^s  Case  (a).    That  the  Court  may  interfere  in  a 
summary  manner,  is  no  reason  why  the  defendant  should 
not  also  avail  himself  of  the  same  matter  by  plea;  and 
convenience  is  in   favour  of  the  practice.     Tlie  case 
chiefly  relied  on  is  DiglUon  v.  Grafml{b),  which  is 
not  reported  with  sufficient  clearness  to  be  entitled  to 
much  weight.     Some  of  the  reasoning,  attributed  to  the 
Court  in  it,  is  at  variance  with  the  judgment  stated  to 
have  been  given ;  and  the  decision  seems  to  have  gone 
on  technical  grounds.     ILiitledale  J.  referred  to  Com. 
Dig.  Pleader  {S  W.  86.).]     One  distinction  between  this 
and  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  is  that,  at  common 
law,  there  was  no  remedy  to  recover  on  a  judgment  after 
a  year  and  a  day,  except  by  action ;  so  that,  if  the  de-^ 
fendant  could  delay  execution  by  a  writ  of  error  for  more 
than  a  year,  he  might  defeat  the  judgment  altogether. 
A  judgment,  until  affirmed,  ought  to  be  no  estoppel,  on 
the  same  principle  that  a  verdict,   until  judgmrat,  is 
inadmissible  as  evidence ;  B.  N.  P.  234>.     Pendency  of 
error  is  often  pleadable.     Thus  bail  cannot  be  fixed, 
pending  error ;  and  they  may  plead  it  in  bar  of  a  scire 
facias  on  the  recognisance ;  Sampson  v.  Braum  (c)»    The 
sherifi*,  who  executes  a  fi.  fa.  after  notice  of  allowance, 
is  liable  in  trespass,  and  the  writ  of  error  may  be 

(a)  4  Bep.  71  b.  cited  10  nn,  431.  Estoppel  (A)  12. 
(6)  4  Mod.  847.  (c)  3  JSotf,  439. 
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replied  to  a  justification  under  such  fi.  fa. ;  BelsAaw  v.  1839. 
Marshall  (a).  In  Hctaiey^.  Raphson  (b)  a  writ  of  error 
was  considered  pleadable  in  bar  of  execution  on  a  scire  agaimt 
facias.  In  CurUng  v.  Innes  (c)  the  surety  of  a  judgment 
debtor  was  allowed  to  plead  the  pendency  of  a  writ 
of  error  on  the  original  judgment.  The  hardship  on 
the  defendant  will  be  very  great,  if  the  rejoinder  is 
disallowed;  for  there  will  be  no  effective  remedy  by 
audita  querelfi,  if  the  judgment  should  be  reversed ; 
and  the  plaintiff  is  an  ideal  person,  by  whom  the  de- 
fendant cannot  be  reimbursed,  and  who  can  give  no 
•security  for  costs, 

CressweUf  in  reply.  If  the  possibility  of  reversal  were 
to  be  admitted  as  an  objection  to  using  the  judgment, 
it  would  be  no  estoppel,  even  though  there  were,  in 
fiict,  no  writ  of  error  pending  at  all.  In  Belshaw  v. 
Marshall  {a)  the  writ  of  error  was  well  pleaded;  for  the 
writ  of  execution  was  superseded  by  it  without  refer- 
ence to  the  validity  of  the  judgment,  and  the  plaintiff 
bad  no  other  remedy.  Curliftg  v.  Lines  (c)  only  shews 
tliat  a  surety  is  not  damnified  so  long  as  the  judgment 
remains  unexecuted.  Ra/nolds  v.  Beerling  in  the  note 
to  Evans  v.  Prosser  (c?),  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  a 
judgment  is  available  as  a  set-off,  after  error  brough( 
upon  it.  The  passage  alluded  to  in  Hynd^s  Case  {e)  only 
means  that  the  operation  of  an  estoppel  may  be  defeated 
by  shewing  that  the  judgment  is  reversed,  or  that  the 
parties  are  not  the  same.    If  the  judgment  should  be 

(a)  4B.4^jid.  336. 

(6)  San.  590.  See  obaenratioDS  on  this  cu^  in  Snook  t.  Maltoek, 
SjL4[E.  239. 

(c)  8  H.BL  378.  (</)  3  T,  It.  183. 

(0  4  Rep.  71  b. 

Vol.  X.  8  F  reversed, 
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1889.       reversed^  an  audita  qoerell,  which  is  an  equitable,  re- 


Do« 


medial,  writ,  will  afford  a  d>mple^  remedy,  as  well 
against        between  parties  to  the  record  as  others  who  are  inte- 
rested  m  it:  note  (1)  to  Turner  v.  D(wtes{a). 

As  to  the  necessity  of  entry  or  execution  by  habere 
facias  possessionem,  the  plea  of  Not  guilty  either  denies 
or  admits  the  entry  alleged  in  the  declaration*  If  it 
denies  it,  the  verdict  falsifies  the  plea  and  estops  the 
defendant;  and  in  either  case,  the  entry  and  possession 
are  established  as  against  him.  The  possession  and 
ouster,  alleged  in  this  action,  are  the  same  as  those 
stated  in  the  action  of  ejectment,  and  neither  are  now 
to  be  disputed.  ■  Notes  v.  Lewis  {b)  is  distinguished  from 
this  case  only  by  the  statement  of  a  seisin  in  fee  with 
express  colour.  The  pleas  of  liberum  tenementum  and 
seisin  in  fee  are  put  on  the  same  footing  in  LejufiMs 
Case  (c) ;  and  neither  of  them  requires  express  colour, 
because  they  are  not  inconsistent  with  a  possession  by  the 
plaintiff:  Taylor  v.  Eastwood  (d).  The  plea  of  liberum 
tenementum  admits  an  actual,  but  not  a  rightful,  posses- 
sion in  the  plaintiff,  and  asserts  a  right  of  possession  in 
the  defendant  The  judgment  in  ejectment  shews  a 
rightful  possession  in  the  plaintiff,  and  is  therefore  in- 
consistent with,  and  an  answer  to,  the  plea.  That 
Jiberum  tenementum  denies  a  rightful  possession,  is 
clear  from  the  practice,  before  the  late  rules  of  pleading, 
of  giving  it  in  evidence  under  Not  guilty.  That  the 
judgment  in  ejectment  implies  a  rightful  possession, 
and  that  ejectment  is,  in  this  respect,  distinguishable 
from  trespass,  is  shewn  by  Graham  v.  Peat  (e).     [Lord 

(a)  2  Wms,  Sound,  148. 

(6)  2  Richardson's  P.  C.  P.  256.  (4th  ed.  p.  44a) 
(c)  10  Bep,  89.  (d)  1  East,  212. 

(tf)  1  Mast,  244. 
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Denrnan C.J*  A  judgment  is  no  bar  !o  any  nnmber  18S9. 
of  other  ejectments  by  the  same  party  for  the  same 
premises.]  That  peculiarity  in  ejectment  arises  from 
the  facility  of  varying  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  by  alleging 
a  different  demise^  or  a  demise  on  a  different  day,  so  that 
the  title  may  be  always  made  to  appear  difierent*  But, 
if  the  second  declaration  exactly  resembled  the  first,  the 
judgment  would  then  be  pleadable.  If  the  declaration 
in  this  case  had  stated  the  recovery  in  ejectment,  then 
the  pleas  of  liberum  tenementum,  or  of  Not  possessed, 
would  have  been  demurrable ;  Kemp  v.  Goodall  (a), 
Palmer  v.  Ekins  (J). 

With  respect  to  tlie  argument  that  the  replication 
does  not  answer  the  whole  of  the  plea,  it  is  enough 
to  say  that  the  plea  does  not  answer  the  whole  of 
the  declaration.  If  the  defendant  is  estopped  as  to 
any  part,  he  has  no  right  to  apply  his  plea  to  the 
whole.  The  judgment  is  inconsistent  with  his  plea 
as  to  part,  and  the  whole  plea  is  therefore  shewn  by 
the  replication  to  be  bad.  Until  the  new  rules  of 
pleading,  the  practice  was  to  plead  Not  guilty,  and  the 
judgment  was  then  coqclusive  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's 
title.  Since  the  new  rules,  pleas,  which  distinctly  chal- 
lenge the  plaintiff's  title,  are  put  on  the  record ;  and  it 
has  therefore  become  necessary  to  reply  the  estoppel. 
The  rule  laid  down  in  the  Duchess  of  Kingston's  Case{c) 
is  not  at  variance  with  the  later  decisions  in  Vooght 
V.  Winch  {d\  Magraih  v.  Har(fy  {e\  and  Doe  v.  Hud- 
dart  (g).  They  are  reconciled  by  holding  a  judgment 
to  be  conclusive  as  evidence^  where  the  party,  who  relies 
on  it,  has  no  opportunity  of  pleading  it;  and  inconclu* 

(o)  1  Saik.  277.  W  2  Stra.  817. 

(c)  20  How  St€u  Tri.  538.  note.  (<0  2  B.  ff  JUL  668. 

(e)  4  iVnv  C^  782.  {jg)  i  C.  iC  j;  It.  S16. 
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18S9.  sive,  where  the  party  elects  to  refer  the  fact  to  the  jary, 

■"""^  when  he  might  have  pleaded  the  estoppel  (a). 

agaUut  Qa\  adv.  vtdL 


WmiOHT. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. 

This  was  an  action  for  mesne  profits ;  the  declaration^ 
of  the  13th  of  June  ISSTy  was  in  the  common  form;  it 
laid  an  entry  on  the  manors  of  Hornby  and  Taiham 
and  other  premises,  and  expulsion  on  the  10th  Jidy 
1826 ;  the  latter  continued  to  the  commencement  of 
the  action.  Several  pleas  were  pleaded;  two  only  it 
will  now  be  necessary  to  consider :  the  first  denied  the 
plaintiff's  possession;  the  other  pleaded  liberum  tene- 
mentum  of  the  defendant  during  all  the  time  in  the 
declaration  mentioned.  To  each  of  these  pleas  the 
plaintiff,  by  way  of  estoppel,  replied  the  proceedings 
in  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the  plaintiff  on 
the  demise  of  Sandford  Tatham  against  the  defendant 
Two  demises  were  laid,  on  the  10th  Jidy  1826  for 
fourteen  years,  and  on  the  26th  December  1831  for 
seven  years,  with  a  single  ouster  on  the  27th  December 
1831.  The  plea  of  Not  guilty,  the  verdict,  and  the  re- 
covery, by  judgment,  of  the  two  terms,  were  then  stated, 
with  an  allegation  that  the  judgment  was  still  in  fiill 
force ;  and  the  replications,  having  alleged  the  identity 
of  the  premises  so  recovered  with  those  mentioned  in 
this  declaration,  conclude  with  praying  judgment  **  if 
the  defendant,  during  the  said  terms  in  the  said  record 
mentioned,  ought  to  be  admitted  to  the  said  plea,  con- 
trary to  the  said  recovery,  record,  and  proceedings." 

The  validity  of  this  replication  of  estoppel  was  ques- 

(a)  See  Cokt  t.  The  Bank  ofEii^aiut,  aote,  p.  4S7»  447. 

tioned, 
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tionedy  independently  of  the   rejoinder,   and  may  be        1839. 


I>OI 


conveniently  disposed  of  first.  With  regard  to  both 
pleas,  that  which  denied  the  plaintiff's  possession  and  agamtt 
that  which  asserted  the  defendant's  freehold,  the  question 
win  be,  whether  it  discloses  that  those  pleas  seek 
to  draw  again  into  controversy  the  very  point  (or  right) 
decided  in  the  former  suit  If  they  do,  upon  the 
plainest  principles,  it  concludes  the  defendant  from 
pleading  them.  And  this  principle  was  not  denied  in 
the  able  argument  for  the  defendant,  but  only  its  ap- 
plication to  the  present  record. 

1st  As  to  the  plea  which  denied  the  plaintiff's  pos- 
session. Two  terms,  it  was  said,  are  shewn  to  have 
been  recovered  in  the  ejectment;  one  commencing  10th 
Jitly  1826,  for  fourteen  years;  and  one  on  26th  De' 
cetnber  1831,  for  seven  years.  The  ouster  is  laid  on 
the  27th  December  1831,  and  no  possession  appears  to 
have  been  given  under  the  judgment  But  the  judg- 
ment itself  in  ejectment  does  not  give  the  possession ; 
only  the  right  to  it  by  entry,  or  writ  of  habere  facias 
possessionem.  The  plea,  therefore,  and  the  replication, 
are  not  inconsistent ;  and  it  appears  by  the  whole  re- 
cord that  the  plaintiff  \^bs  not,  in  fact,  the  possession. 

This  reasoning,  we  think,  is  not  sound.  The  plea, 
being  pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration,  must  be  taken, 
on  the  assumption  of  its  being  a  good  plea,  to  deny  any 
such  possession  in  the  plaintiff  as  was  necessary  for  his 
bringing  the  action  at  all.  But,  in  order  to  bring  the 
action,  all  that  could  be  necessary,  on  the  strictest  con- 
struction, would  be  a  possession  when  the  alleged 
trespass  was  committed.  That  therefore,  at  least,  must 
be  taken  to  be  denied  by  the  plea.  But  the  record  in 
ejectment  shews,  conclusively  as  between  these  parties, 
3  F  3  a  lease 
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1839.       a  lease  of  the  10th  June  1826,  and  a  contiDoing  pos- 
. session  till  the  ouster  in  December  18S1.     The  plea, 

Dos 

^wMi  therefore,  and  the  replication,  are  clearly,  inconsistent ; 
and  the  former  seeks  to  re-agitate  that  very  question 
which  the  latter  shews  to  have  been  determined  in  the 
former  action.  The  defendant's  argument,  indeed,  pro- 
ceeded on  the  assumption  that  it  was  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  have  actual  possession  at  the  time  of  brin^g 
thi$  action.  And  there  are,  no  doubt,  old  authorities, 
not  cited  in  the  argument,  which  shew  that  the  disseisee 
could  not  bring  trespass  with  a  continuando  after  the 
disseisin  be^re  re-entry,  because  the  freehold  was  in 
th*e  disseisor  for  the  whole  time  after  the  disseisin ;  but 
that,  after  re-entry,  he  should  have  trespass  with  a  con- 
tinuando from  the  disseisin,  to  the  re-entry:  but  the 
same  authorities  state  that  for  thejf&s^  trespass  and 
disseisin  the  action  lay  before  re-entry,  and  they  give 
several  instances  where  the  disseisee  had  lost  his  re- 
entry by  the  act  of  God  or  the  determination  of  his 
estate,  in  which  he  had  the  action  without  re-entry.  See 
Co.  LitL  257  a.,  and  2  RoU.  Ab.  550,  559,  554.  It 
seems  to  us  however  not  important  now  to  follow  out 
this  inquiry,  because  the  question  is,  not  to  what  extent 
the  plaintiff  can  recover  damages  on  this  record,  as  to 
which  we  say  nothing,  but  whether  the  plea  of  "  not 
possessed"  must  not,  at  all  evenu,  include  the  time  at 
which  the  trespass  charged  was  committed.  We  think 
at  must,  and  therefore,  being  inconsistent,  to  that  extent 
at  least,  with  the  judgment  set  out  in  the  replication, 
the  defendant  is  estopped  from  pleading  it. 

It  was  urged  indeed  that,  viewing  the  replication  in 
this  way,  it  was  open  to  another  objection ;  that  it  did 
not  extend  so  widely  as  the  plea;  because,  although  the 

ple^ 
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plea  might  refer  to  the  time  of  the  cause  of  action  ac-        1839. 

cruing,  it  also  refers  to  the  time  of  the  commencement 

of  the  action;   and,  as  to  this  last,  the  replication,        against 

Waiout. 

shewing  no  re-entry,  was  no  estoppel.  But  we  think 
this  objection  received  a  sufficient  answer  at  the  bar. 
The  plea  is  pleaded  to  the  whole,  and  it  is  enough  for 
the  plaintiff  to  shew  that  it  cannot  be  pleadable  to  that* 
The  first  plea  therefore  seems  to  us  to  be  sufficiently 
answered. 

2dly«  In  support  of  the  second  plea  it  was  said  that 
there  was  nothing  inconsistent  in  the  allegation  of  the 
freehold  being  in  the  defendant  with  the  recovery  of  a 
term  for  years  by  the  plaintiff;  for  it  may  be,  for  ex- 
ample, that  both  the  plaintiff  and  his  lessor  are  termors 
under  the  defendant. 

In  order  to  estimate  the  weight  of  this  argument,  it  is 
necessary  to  settle  what  is  the  true  meaning  of  liberum 
tenementum ;  what  it  admits ;  and  what  it  denies. 

Now,  as  it  is  pleaded  in  answer  to  a  possessory  action, 
it  must  admit  a  possession  in  the  plaintiff,  or  it  would  be 
bad,  as  amounting  to  the  general  issue.  It  must  admit 
such  a  possession  as  would  suffice  to  maintain  the  action 
if  unanswered,  or  as  against  a  wrong  doer.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  must  deny  a  rightful  possession,  or  it 
would  fail  as  a  defence  to  the  action.  In  the  language 
of  pleading,  it  gives  implied  colour  to  the  plaintiff,  but 
asserts  a  freehold  in  the  defendant  with  a  right  to  im- 
mediate possession.  In  an  ordinary  case,  therefore, 
such  a  plea  is  answered  by  replying  a  term  of  years  in 
the  plaintiff  created  by  the  defendant,  which  shews  that 
the  plaintiff's  possession  is  not  merely  colourable,  but 
rightful ;  or,  where  the  declaration  has  been  sufficiently 
3  F  4?  explicit. 
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1839.       explicit)  by  taking  issue  on  the  liberum  tenementttoif  and 
BO  shewing  the  defendant  to  be  a  wrong  doer. 

agahut  Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  replication  shews  that,  as 

between  these  parties,  it  has  been  decided  that  the  plain- 
tiiF  is  a  termor,  not  indeed  undel:  the  defendant,  but 
under  one  whose  title  is  paramount  to  his;  that  the 
possession  therefore  is  a  rightful  one,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant has  no  right  to  immediate  possession :  but  this 
is  inconsistent  with  the  limited  admission  of  the  plea 
and  the  title  set  up  by  it,  taken  together.  And  there- 
fore we  think  the  defendant  was  estopped  from  such 
plea. 

Mr.  Cresmell  cited,  in  support  of  the  replications  to 
both  pleas,  the  case  of  Nares  v.  Lewis^  which  is  to  be 
found  in  2  Richardson's  Practice^  2S6  (4th  ed.  p.  440.), 
and  Brouonlaafs  Entriesy  495;  and  he  has  procured  us  a 
transcript  of  the  whole  record  from  the  treasury,  the 
judgment  not  appearing  in  BraamUm.  The  declaration 
was  in  trespass,  and  for  the  mesne  pn^ts.  The  plea  set 
out  a  title  in  the  defendant  in  fee,  giving  express  colour 
to  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  replied,  by  way  of  estoppel, 
the  proceedings  in  a  former  action  of  ejectione  firms 
against  the  defendant  and  others,  in  which  judgment  had 
passed  for  him  to  recover  his  term  in  the  same  premises ; 
but,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  replication  said  nothing  of 
any  re-entry,  or  delivery  of  possession.  The  rejoinder 
maintained  the  title  in  the  plea,  to  which  there  was  a 
general  demurrer,  and  after  several  continuances  it  ap- 
pears that  judgment  passed  for  the  plaintiff.  Substi- 
tuting a  freehold  for  a  fee  simple,  this  case  is  precisely 
the  same  as  the  present  as  far  as  regards  the  point 
already  considered,  and  is  an  authority  in  support  of 
our  opinion. 

The 
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The  replications  being  good  by  way  of  estoppel,  the        1839. 


DOK 


remaining  question  is,  whether  the  rejoinders  avail  to 
destroy  their  effect ;  and  these  allege  the  pendency  of  a  agauui 
writ  of  error  on  the  original  judgment  in  the  House  of 
Lords ;  and  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  against  the  de- 
fendant on  this  point.  The  authority  cited  by  Mr. 
Cresswelt  from  the  Year-Book^  18  Ed.  4.  f.  6  B.  pi.  33^ 
is  very  direct  and  satisfactory ;  and  to  this,  and  other 
cases  cited  at  the  bar,  may  be  added  those  of  Taswell  v. 
Sione  {a)  and  Benwell  v.  Black  (6),  because  they  illus- 
trate the  distinction  taken  between  the  mere  mainte- 
nance of  the  action  on  a  judgment,  pending  a  writ  of 
error  to  reverse  it,  and  the  proceeding  to  execution 
upon  a  judgment  recovered  in  such  second  action ;  in 
the  former  case,  the  Court  being  clear  that  there  was 
no  reason  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  but  thinking  it 
highly  proper  to  stay  any  proceeding  to  execution  upon 
it. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  give  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff 

S.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(«}  4  Burr.  S455.  (6)  S  7.  R.  64S.      P^if 
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June  28d« 


Uther  against  Rich. 


To  anumpsit  A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  dated  27th  &p- 
chmnge,  drawD  tember^   1836,  for  300/.,    at  twelve  months    after 

by  defendant, 

indorsed  by  date,  drawn  by  defendant  on  Lord  Arthur  Chichester^ 
by  H,  to  plain-  payable  to  order,  and  indorsed  by  defendant  to  JoAn 
pieaded^at  he  Bunter  and  by  John  HwUer  to  plaintiff:  averment  that 
bUnk^d*  ^^^  drawee  did  not  pay  at  maturity,  and  that  defendant 
^^wix^^^H^  had  notice.  Breach,  non-payment  by  defendant 
but  delivered  it       Second  plea.     That  the  indorsement  of  the  said  bill 

to  L.,  who, 

till  ff.  became    in  the  declaration  mentioned,  by  defendant,  was  an  in- 
possessed,  held 
it  for  the  sole     dorsement  in  blank,  and  that  defendant  never  delivered 

ant,  and  for  the  the  bill  to  Hufiter,  but  that  he  delivered  the  same  to 

thiu\e,^.T^*^  o"6  Z#fww  Levi/f  and  the  said  Lewis  Levy  then  received, 

discounted  for    ^"^»  ^^^^  thence  until  Hunter j  as  hereinafter  mentioned, 

and  pay  the        gfg^  became  possessed  thereof,  held  the  same,  for  a  spe- 

proceeds  to,  de-  *^  * 

fendant;  that      cific  purpose,  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  defendant, 

i.,fraudu-  .  . 

lentlyandco-  and  not  Otherwise,  towit  for  the  purpose  and  in  order 

violation  of  that  2>T^  might  get  the  bill  discounted  for  defendant, 

contra^  to  the  ^^^  deliver  and  pay  the  proceeds  thereof  upon  such 

ddfyeredX!  discounting  to  defendant.     Averment  that  Levy^  frau- 

jf*  to  k^'t.*"^  dulently  and  covinously,  in  violation  of  good  faith,  and 

wiUioutdis-  contrary  to  the  said  purpose  for  which  he  received  the 

counting  for 

defendant,  con-  said  bill,  afterwards,  towit  on  &c.,  delivered  the  bill  to 

trary  to  the 

said  purpose,  and  in  breach  and  violation  thereof,  towit  for  the  purpose  and  under  colour 
and  pretence  of  securing  an  alleged  debt  from  L»  to  H. ;  that  H,  was  not  a  bona  6de 
holder  for  value  or  consideration,  and  that  plaintiff  was  not  at  any  time  a  bona  6de  holder 
for  value  or  consideration ;  and  that  defendant  never  had  received  consideration  or  value 
from  L,y  or  if.,  or  plaintiff,  or  any  other,  for  the  indorsing  or  payment  of  the  bill.  Repli- 
cation de  injuriiL 

Held  that,  on  this  issue,  the  question  as  to  plaintiff  was,  whether  he  gave  any  value  for 
the  bill,  and  that,  if  he  didj  he  was  entitled  to  the  verdict,  though  the  circumstances  of  the 
fraud  alleged  might  in  other  respects  be  true,  and  tlie  plaintiff  privy  to  them ;  for  that  the 
denial  of  his  being  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  as  here  worded,  did  not  raise  the  question 
pf  his  privity  to  the  fraud, 

HunttT, 


Rich. 
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Hunter^  and  Hunter  then  took  and  received  the  same        18S9. 
from  Leiy^  upon  other  and  different  terms,  and  without  - 

Utbir 

discounting  the  same  for  defendant,  and  contrary  to  the  ogomu 
said  special  purpose,  and  in  breach  and  violation  thereof, 
towit  for  the  purpose,  and  under  colour  and  pretence,  of 
securing  a  certain  debt  then  alleged  to  be  due  from  Levy 
to  Hunter.  That  ^^  Hunter  was  not  at  any  time  a  bon& 
fide  holder  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange  for  value  or  con- 
sideration in  that  behalf  given,  and  also  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  at  any  time,  nor  now  is,  a  bona  fide  holder  of 
the  said  bill  of  exchange  for  value  or  consideration  in 
that  behalf  given;"  that  defendant  never  hath  received 
any  consideration  or  value  whatsoever  from  Levy  or 
Hunter^  or  plaintiff,  or  from  any  other  person  what- 
soever, for  the  Indorsing  or  for  the  payment  of  the  bill 
by  him  the  defendant.     Verification. 

Replication,  De  injuria,  and  issue  thereon. 

There  were  other  issues  of  fact. 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  Mid'- 
dlesex  sittings  after  Hilary  term,  1837,  it  appeared  that 
Lety^  mentioned  in  the  plea,  was  introduced  to  the 
drawer  (defendant),  and  the  drawee,  as  a  person  who 
could  raise  money  for  them,  and  it  was  agreed  that 
defendant,  should  draw  upon  the  drawee,  and  indorse, 
and  the  drawee  should  accept,  bills  to  the  amount  of 
1800/.,  which  Levy  should  get  discounted.  The  bills, 
including  that  on  which  the  present  action  was  brought, 
were  drawn,  indorsed,  and  accepted  accordingly,  and 
handed  to  Lety;  but  neither  the  drawer  nor  drawee 
received  any  money  for  them ;  and  Lety  afterwards 
returned  several  of  the  bills.  Lety  handed  the  bill  now 
sued  upon  to  Huntery  receiving  for  it  from  him  751. 
in  cash,  and  two  acceptances  for  25L  each.    Hunter 

indorsed 


HlCH. 
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1839.        indorsed  the  bill  to  the  plaintifl^  a  gunsmith,  from  whom 
"^ he  received  guns  for  it,  said  to  have  been  estimated, 

Uthkr 

afiointi  between  them,  at  150/.,  and  an  acceptance  for  1502. 
which  was  afterwards  paid.  Hunter  afterwards  sold 
the  guns  for  50/.  to  a  pawnbroker.  Upon  this  and 
other  evidence,  the  defendant's  counsel  contended  that 
the  plainti£P  was  privy  to  a  fraud  on  the  drawer  and 
drawee,  and  therefore  was  not  a  bonft  fide  holder  for 
value:  but  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  told  the  jury  that, 
upon  the  issue  on  the  second  plea,  their  verdict  must  be 
for  the  plaintiff,  if  they  believed  that  he  had  really  given 
any  value  for  the  biU.  Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  all 
the  issues. 

In  Easter  tern,  1837,  Sir  W.  W.FoUeit  obtained  a 
rule  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection 
as  to  the  issue  on  the  second  plea,  and  of  the  verdict 
being  against  evidence  on  one  of  the  other  issues.  In 
Michaelmas  term  last  (a), 

Piatt  and  Kncmies  shewed  cause.  It  is  not  disputed 
that  Hunter  gave  some  value  to  Lay  for  the  bill;  and, 
therefore,  unless  the  issue  upon  the  second  plea  raise 
the  question  of  fraud,  it  must  be  found  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  question  might  have  been  raided,  but  is  not  It 
will  be  said  that  the  words  **  bona  fide  ^  do  put  in  issue 
the  honesty  of  the  transaction ;  but  the  allegation  in 
the  plea  is,  that  the  plaintiff  was  liot  a  bon&  fide  holder 
for  value.  Now  it  is  true  that,  at  one  time,  the  prin- 
ciple was  adopted  that  a  party  taking  a  bill  is  bound 
to  use  due  diligence  in  inquiring  whether  the  party 

(a)  Mondaof  and  Tue$dmf,  November  19th  and  20tb,  I8S8.  Before 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.|  Palteton,  WUliamt,  tnd  Coleridge  Js. 

giving 


Rich. 
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giving  it  has  come  by  it  fairly ;  Gill  v.  Cubiit  (a)i  Daaon        1839. 
V.  Hailing  (i),  BecJemith  v.  Corral  Ic).     But  those  cases  • 

Uthkr 

are  now  overruled ;  Goodman  v.  Harvey  (d).  Illegality  ag^hut 
or  fraud,  since  the  new  pleading  rules,  must  be  dis- 
tinctly put  on  the  record,  that  the  plaintiff  may  know 
specifically  what  is  charged,  and  may  answer  the  allega- 
tion in  .terms.  That  a  party  was  not  bonfi  fide  holder 
for  consideration  may  be  evidence  of  fraud :  but  it  is 
not  in  itself  fraud ;  just  as  *^  gross  n^ligence  may  be 
evidence  of  mala  fides,  but  is  not  the  same  thing;" 
per  Lord  Daman  C.  J.  in  Goodman  v.  Harvey  {d). 
Fraud,  therefore,  is  not  here  averred.  In  Bramah  v. 
Boberts  (e)  it  was  held  that,  where  a  plea  alleged 
that  the  holder  knew  a  bill  to  have  been  fraudulently 
negotiated  and  no  value  given  for  it,  the  holder  might 
reply  generally  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  fraud, 
and  that  the  bill  was  indorsed  to  him  for  a  valuable 
consideration.  That  case  shews  the  proper  way  of 
raising  and  meeting  the  defence.  There  the  language 
of  the  replication  (independently  of  the  denial  of  notice) 
was  that  the  **  bill  was  indorsed  and  delivered  to  the 
plaintiffs  fairly  and  bon&  fide,  and  for  a  good  and  valu- 
able consideration;''  and  this  averment  Tindal  C.  J. 
treats  (g)  as  simply  an  allegation  that  there  was  good 
consideration  for  the  indorsement.  The  defendant 
here,  on  the  second  issue,  might  have  shewn  that  the 
consideration  was  merely  colourable,  as  in  Deoas  v.  Ve^ 
nobles  {h) :  but  he  could  not  go  into  any  other  question 
of  fraud. 

(a)  SB.^C.  466.  (6)  4  J9.  ft*  C.  SSa 

(c)  S  Bmg,  444.  ;  {d)  4J.iE.  870. 

(<}  1  New  Co.  469.  ,         {g)  Page  478. 

(A)  3  New  Cb.  400. 

Sir 


i66  CASES  IM  TRINITY  VACATION 

1889.  SirW.  W.  FcUett  and  W.  H.  Watsmj  contra.    If  the 

•  plea  does  not  raise  the  question  of  fraud  with  sufficient 

Uthbx. 

againu        distinctness,  there  should  have  been  a  special  demurrer. 

Rich. 

\PaUesoni.     The  question  is,  whether  the  allegation 

that  the  plaintiff'  was  not  a  boni  fide  holder  for  value  is 
an  allegation  of  fraud  on«the  part  of  the  plaintiff:  if  it 
be,  evidence  of  the  fraud  was  receivable :  if  it  be  not,  no 
demurrer  was  necessary,  the  plea  presenting  only  a  denial 
of  the  consideration.]  The  words  *^  bona  fide  "  mean 
in  the  fair  and  ordinary  course  of  business;  if  a  value  be 
given  in  bad  fisdth,  the  party  does  not  become  a  bona 
fide  holder  for  value.  Before  the  new  pleading  rules, 
privity  to  the  fraud  would  have  been  a  good  defence 
under  non  assumpsit,  whether  value  was  given  or  not. 
Gill  V.  Cubitt(a)  and  similar  cases  went  too  far,  be- 
cause there  more  than  bona  fides  was  required,  namely, 
reasonable  diligence.  In  Bayley  on  Bills,  p.  471.  (5th 
ed.),  it  is  said,  **  In  many  cases  the  plaintiff  is  com- 
pellable to  prove  that  either  he  or  some  preceding  party 
took  the  bill  or  note  bond  fide,  and  for  value ;  As,  in 
case  of  a  bill  or  note  originally  given  without  consider- 
ation, and  whilst  the  person  giving  it  was  under  duress: 
Or  in  case  of  a  bill  or  note  obtained  by  firaud :  Or  in 
case  of  a  transfer  by  delivery  by  a  person  not  entided  to 
make  it :  As,  in  the  instance  of  bills  or  notes  which 
have  been  stolen  or  lost.'^  Bayky  J.,  in  Gill  v.  Cubiit  (a), 
adopts  the  criterion  of  Lord  Man^ld  in  Miller  v. 
Race  {b) :  '*  Here  is  no  pretence  or  suspicion  of  collusion 
with  the  robber :  for  this  matter  was  strictly  enquired  and 
examined  into  at  the  trial ;  and  is  so  stated  in  the  case^ 
^  that  he  took  it  for  a  full  and  valuable  consideration,  in 
the  usual  course  of  business.'     Indeed  if  there  had  been 

(a)  SB.tC  466.  {b)  1  Burr.  452.     See  p.  458, 

any 
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any  colIusioDy  or  any  circumstances  of  unfair  dealing;  the        I8S9« 
case  had  been  much  otherwise.^    That  suggests  the  true        u^^^ 
question,  and  shews  what  "  bona  fide  '*  means  in  cases  of        a^mi 
this  kind.     Here  the  jury  ought  to  have  been  left  to 
find  the  **  collusion/'  if  they  thouglit  the  facts  warranted 
it     So  far»  the  doctrine  laid  ^down  in  Gill  v.  Cubitt  (a) 
has  never  been  overruled.     In  Lawson  v.    Weston  (b) 
there  was  no  collusion  set  up ;  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  Lord  Kemfon  would  have  considered  that  a  defepce. 
Lord  Tenierden  may,  in  Gill  v.  Cvbitt  (a),  have  gone  too 
far  in  over-ruling  that  case ;  but  it  is  consistent  with 
the  doctrine  for  which  the  plaintiff  here  contends.    In 
Backhouse  v.  Harrison  (c)  Patteson  J.  distinctly  adhered 
to  the  old  law  on  this  point :  and  it  was  not  impeached 
in  Crook  v.  Jadis  {d)  or  Goodman  v.  Harvey  {e).    As  to 
the  onus  of  proof,  it  is  thrown  on  the  plaintiff  if  the 
defendant  has  shewn  some  fraud  or  some  defect  of  that 
nature  in  the  plaintiff's  title ;  MiUs  v.  Barber  (g).    The 
words  ^*  bona  fide  "  have  been  used  by  the  legislature ; 
and  in  Devas  v.  Venables  {k)  it  was  held  that  the  words 
'*  payments  really  and  bonH  fide  made,"  in  sect.  82  of 
the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  G.  4.  c.  16.,  "  imported  something 
different  from  and  additional  to  an  actual  payment; 
that  the  words  bon&Jide  were  inserted  by  the  legislature 
to  raise  the  question,  whether  the  money  has  been  paid 
honestly  and  fairly  in  the  course  of  an  honest  trans- 
action, and  that  that  question  ought  not  to  be  left  out 
of  the  consideration  of  the  jury."     This  agrees  with 
Lord  Tenterderis  view  in  Ward  v.  Clarke  (i). 

(o)  3  -B.  i  a  466.  (b)  4  Esp.  56, 

(c)  5B.^Ad.  1098.  (d)5S.4-  Ad,  909. 

{€)  ^A.iE.S10, 

(g)  1  Mee.  {r  W,  4S5.  S,  C.  Tsfrvth.  jr  Gr,  835. 

{k)  3  New,  Ca,  400.  (t)  Moo.  j-  M.  497. 

(The 
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1839.  (The  question  as  to  the  effect  of  evidence  was  also 

,,  argued ;  and  the  Court  held  that  there  must  be  a  new 

•garna       trial  on  this  point     See  the  judgmenti  post.) 

Cur.  ado,  vuU, 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
,  the  Oourt. 

This  was  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the 
drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange.  The  second  plea  stated 
that  the  bill  had  been  drawn  and  indorsed  to  Lety  for 
a  special  purpose,  who,  in  fraud  of  that  purpose,  had 
handed  it  to  Hunter^  and  that  Sbmter  handed  it  to  the 
plaintifl^  not  for  good  and  valuable  consideration^  and 
that  the  plaint^  was  not  the  bond  fide  holder.  The 
replication  was  de  injuria.  At  the  trial,  I  held  that 
these  pleadings  put  in  issue  nothing  but  the  fact  of 
a  consideration  having  been  given,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  at  liberty  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff 
knew  of  the  fraud,  but  should  have  pleaded  that  know- 
ledge in  distinct  terms. 

On  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  other  points  were  dis- 
posed of;  and  the  only  question  now  remaining  is, 
what  meaning  is  to  be  given  to  the  words  in  the  plea, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  bona  fide  holder  of  the 
bUl. 

With  respect  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  GiUv. 
Cubitt  (a)  and  other  cases,  we  adhere  to  the  more  recent 
decisions,  and  to  what  is  said  in  Goodman  v.  Harvey  {b)^ 
that  gross  negligence  alone  would  riot  be  a  sufficient 
answer;  that  it  may  be  evidence  of  mala  fides,  but  is 
not  the  same  thing.     It  follows  that,  in  pleading,  mala 

(a)  SS»iC. 466.  (6)  AA.^E. 87a 

fides 
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fides  must  be  distinctly  alleged;  and  the  sole  question        1839. 


Uthxe 


is,  whether  mala  fides  is  alleged  by  the  words  *^  that 

the  plaintiiF  was  not  the  bona  fide  holder  of  the  bill."        agamtt 

Rictf* 

The  case  of  Devas  v.  Venables  (a)  is  not  in  point ;  for 
that  was  a  decision  upon  the  meaning  of  the  words 
*^  bona  fide"  in  a  particular  act  of  parliament,  which  was 
construed  with  reference  to  the  subject-matter  and  the 
context  Neither  is  the  case  of  Braniah  v.  B6berts{b) 
an  express  authority,  as  the  decision  turned  on  other 
words  in  the  plea*  And  the  question  doe^  not  appear 
to  have  arisen  in  any  other  case. 

Now  the  words  in  question  must  be  taken  with  re- 
ference to  the  other  allegations  in  the  same  plea ;  and, 
being  so  taken,  their  proper  meaning  would  seem  to  be, 
that  the  plaintiiF  was  merely  a  collusive  holder,  not 
really  interested  in  the  bill  himself,  but  only  lending 
his  name  to  Hunter ;  and  then  they  do  not  go  beyond 
the  allegation  that  he  had  not  given  good  and  valu- 
able ^consideration,  evidence  of  which  was  admitted. 
But  it  is  contended  that  their  meaning  is,  that  the 
plaintifiP  took  the  bill  under  such  circumstances  that 
he  must  be  considered  to  have  known  pf  the  fraud 
set  forth  in  the  plea.  We  do  not  see  how  such  a 
meaning  can  fairly  be  attributed  to  them ;  and  are  of 
opinion  that  the  only  proper  mode  of  implicating  the 
plaintifiP  in  the  alleged  fraud  by  pleading  is  to  aver  that 
he  had  notice  ofit^  leaving  the  circumstances  by  which 
that  notice  is  to  be  proved,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  be 
established  in  evidence :  and  we  cannot  treat  the  allega- 
tion, that  the  plaintiff  was  not  bonfi  fide  holder,  as 
equivalent  to  such  an  averment* 

(a)  3  New  Ca,  400.  {b)  1  Kew  Ca.  469. 

VoL.X.  3G  It  ' 


Rich. 
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18S9.  It  is  not  necessary  to  give  an  opinion  on  any  sap* 

71  position  that  the  words  could  be  taken  without  reference 

againti  to  the  Other  allegations  in  the  plea ;  but  we  wish  it  to 
be  understood  that  we  by  no  means  intend  to  say  that, 
even  if  taken  simply,  they  would  have  any  other  mean- 
ing than  that  which  we  have  now  given  to  them. 

The  rule  for  a  new  trial  has  been  already  granted  on 
the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence :  but, 
as  the  Court  think  that  the  direction  was  quite  right, 
the  rule  must  be  upon  payment  of  costs. 

Rule  absolute  for  new  trial,  on  pajnnent  of  costs. 
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18S9. 

IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 
(Error  from  the  Queen's  Bench.) 

John  Francis,  Lord  Howden,  against  Sir  John 
Simpson,  Knight,  and  Others. 

T\EBT  on  an  agreement  under  seal  between  plaintiff  ^^^^Jl^?**' 

and  defendants.     The  agreement,  as  set  forth  in  twecnplMntiff 

1       i»  .  #•  and  defendants, 

the  declaration  and  upon  oyer,  recited  the  formation  of  recited:  That  a 

company  had 
a  company  been  formed 
for  nutking  a 
railway;  that  defendants  were  proprietors ;  that  a  bill  had  been  introduced  into  parliament, 
according  to  which  the  line  would  pass  through  plaintiff's  estates  and  near  his  mansion, 
and  that  he  was  a  dissentient  and  opposed  the  passing  of  the  bill ;  that  defendants  had 
proposed  that,  if  he  would  withdraw  his  opposition,  and  assent  to  the  railway,  they  would 
endeavour  to  deviate  the  proposed  line  :  and  plaintiff  agreed  that,  on  condition  of  the  sti- 
pulations in  the  agreement  being  performed,  he  did  thereby  withdraw  his  opposition  and  give 
his  assent :  and  defendants  covenanted  that,  in  case  the  then  bill  should  be  passed  in  the  then 
session,  they  would,  in  six  months  after  it  received  the  royal  assent,  pay  plaintiff  5000^. 
as  compensation  for  the  damage  which  his  residence  and  estates  would  sustain  from  the 
railway  passing  according  to  the  deviated  line,  exclusive  of,  and  without  prejudice  to,  fur- 
ther compensation  to  plaintiff  in  the  event  of  the  deviated  line  not  being  ultimately 
adopted,  and  without  prejudice  to  such  further  compensation,  for  any  dami^e,  as  in  the 
agreement  after  mentioned. 

Plaintiff  declared  in  debt,  and  averred  that  he  withdrew  his  opposition  to  the  bill,  which 
passed  into  a  Uw  in  the  then  session,  that  six  months  had  since  dapsed,  but  that  defend-  . 
anu  had  not  paid  the  50O0L 

Plea,  that  the  railway,  at  the  time  of  nudung  the  agreement,  and  according  to  the  act, 
was  intended  to  pass  through  lands  of  divers  individuals ;  that  the  agreement  was  made 
privately  and  secretly  by  the  parties  thereto,  without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  the  said 
individuals,  and  was  concealed  from  them  continually  until  the  act  was  passed,  and  was 
not  disclosed  to,  or  known  in,  parliament,  and  was  concealed  from  the  legislature,  during 
the  passing  of  the  act ;  and  that  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  passing  the  act,  and  atiU,  was  a 
peer  of  parliament.     On  demurrer, 

1.  Held,  in  Q.  B.,  that  the  plea  was  good,  aa  shewing  that  the  contract  was  a  [fraud 
on  the  legislature. 

Judgment  reversed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  because  the  record  did  not  distinctly 
shew  that  the  parties,  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  meant  it  to  be  concealed.  Qutfrv, 
whether,  if  such  intention  had  been  shewn,  the  plea  would  have  been  good? 

Held  also,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 

2.  That  no  fraud  on  the  individual  landholders  appeared,  it  not  being  distinctly  shewn 
that  concealment  from  them  was  intended  at  the  time  of  the  contract.  SembUf  that,  even 
if  this  had  appeared,  there  was  no  fraud  on  the  landholders. 

3.  That  the  agreement'  was  not  bad  on  the  ground  of  plaintiff  being  a  peer,  since  it  was 
not  shewn  that  the  money  was  promised  as  a  consideration  for  his  vote  being  given  or 
withheld,  and  he  had  a  right  in  his  individual  character  to  bargain  for  compensation  for 
injury  to  his  land.  But  that,  if  it  had  appeared  that  the  money  was  so  promised,  the 
action  must  have  failed. 

Defendants  also  pleaded  that,  after  making  the  agreement  and  befora  action  brought, 
the  company  abandoned  the  deviated  line,  and  in  lieu  thereof  adopted  another  Une^  alto- 

SG2  «•*« 
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1839. 

Lord  HowDEW 

ageUtut 
Simpson. 

getber  out  of 
plaintiff's 
lands;  thatthcj 
had  petitioDed 
parliament  to 
be  allowed  to 
carry  the  rail- 
way along  the 
new  liney  and 
were  then 
making  every 
exertion  in 
their  power  to 
procure  an  act 
for  that  pur* 
pose ;  and  that» 
if  they  should 
obtain  such 
act,  no  part  of 
the  railway 
would  pass 
through  plain- 
tiff's lands. 

4.  Held,  in 
Q*  B.,  on  de- 
murrer, that 
the  plea  was 
no  answer. 


a  company  for  making  a  projected  railway,  called  "  The 
York  and  North  Midland  Railway  Company ;"  that  de- 
fendants were  four  of  the  proprietors,  and  that  a  bill 
had  been  introduced  into  parliament  for  making  such 
railway;  that  the  line  thereof,  according  to  such  bill 
and  the  maps  and  plans  deposited,  would  pass  through 
the  estates  and  near  the  mansion  of  the  plaintiff;  that 
plaintiff^  considering  it  would  be  an  injury  to  his  estates, 
was  a  dis.sentient  from  the  undertaking,  and  opposed 
the  passing  of  the  bill ;  that  defendants,  in  their  indi- 
vidual capacities  and  not  merely  as  proprietors,  had 
proposed  that,  if  plaintiff  would  withdraw  his  opposition 
to  the  bill  and  assent  to  the  railway,  they  would  endea- 
vour to  deviate  the  line  proposed  in  the  map  or  plan 
deposited  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  bill,  and  would 
endeavour  to  carry  such  deviated  line  in  the  direction 
shewn  upon  a  map  annexed  to  the  agreement,  so  as  to 
leave  the  proposed  original  direction  at  a  certain  point 
B,  and  return  to  it  at  A ;  and  that,  in  case  the  bill  then 
in  parliament  should  pass  into  law  in  the  then  session, 
defendants  should  be  bound  by  the  further  stipulations 
and  agreements  in  the  deed  contained.  The  count 
further  stated,  that,  on  condition  of  such  stipulations 
and  agreements  being  performed,  plaintiff  did,  by  the 
said  deed,  withdraw  his  opposition  to  the  bill  and 
give  his  assent  thereto;  and  defendants  did  thereby 
jointly  and  severally  covenant  and  agree  with  plaintiff 
that  they  would  apply,  during  the  then  next  session  of 
parliament,  for,  and  endeavour  to  obtain,  an  act  to 
enable  them  to  deviate  their  line  as  proposed ;  and  fur- 
thermore that,  in  case  the  present  bill  then  in  parliament 
should  pass  into  law  within  the  then  present  session, 
then  defendants,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  or  their 

executors. 
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executors,  &c.,  or  the  said  company,  should  and  would,  1899. 
within  six  calendar  months  after  the  act  for  constructing  _  _~ 
the  railway  according  to  the  line  proposed  in  the  then  againtt 
present  bill  should  receive  the  royal  assent,  pay  to 
plaintiff  the  sum  of  5000/.  as  or  towards  compensation 
for  the  damage  and  detriment  which  his  residence  and 
estates  would  sustain  from  the  railway  passing  according 
to  such  deviated  line,  exclusive  of,  and  without  pre- 
judice to,  further  compensation  to  be  made  to  him  in 
the  event  of  the  deviated  line  not  being  ultimately 
adopted,  and  without  prejudice  to  such  further  com- 
pensation to  him  or  his  tenants  for  any  such  damage  or 
injury  as  thereinafter  expressed;  and,  in  case  the  said 
bill  then  in  parliament  should,  within  the  then  present 
session,  be  passed  for  making  the  railway  according  to 
the  present  plan,  then  defendants,  or  some  or  one  of 
them,  or  the  company,  should  and  would,  in  the  then 
next  session,  apply  and  lise  their  best  endeavour  for 
obtaining  an  amended  act  for  deviating  the  line  of  the 
railway ;  and,  in  case  defendants.  Sec,  could  not  obtain 
such  amended  act  during  the  then  next  session  by  reason 
of  a  dissolution  or  other  inevitable  obstacle,  or,  in  that 
case,  during  the  next  following  session,  then  defendants. 
Sec,  should,  within  three  calendar  months  after  the 
amended  act  should  have  passed  in  the  then  next  or 
following  session,  as  the  case  might  be^  or,  in  the  event 
of  such  act  not  being  obtained,  within  three  calendar 
months  after  the  attempt  to  obtain  it  should  have  failed, 
pay  to  plaintiff,  as  part  of  his  personal  estate,  an  addi- 
tional sum  above  5000/.,  to  be  fixed  by  certain  referees 
therein  named,  by  way  of  compensation  for  damage 
which  plaintiff's  residence  and  estate  would  sustain  by 
the  railway  passing  otherwise  than  according  to  the 
3  G  3  deviated 
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1889.       deviated  line,  exclusive  of,  and  without  prejudice  to, 
"  further  compensation  to  plaintiff  and  his  tenants  for 

againtt       any  such  damage  and  injury  as  thereinafter  expressed. 

SmPiPK. 

The  agreement  contained  further  stipulations  to  pay  the 

plaintiff  lOOL  per  acre  used  for  the  purposes  of  the 
railway,  and  to  pay  to  him  and  his  tenants  such  further 
compensation,  for  damage  or  injury  sustained  during 
the  progress  of  the  works,  as  certain  referees  should  fix* 
The  declaration  then  averred  that  plaintiff  withdrew  his 
opposition  to  the  bill  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement, 
and  that  the  original  bill  passed  into  law  during  the  then 
session  of  parliament ;  but  that,  although  upwards  of 
six  months  had  elapsed,  defendants  had  not  paid  the  said 
sum  of  5000/.,  or  any  part  thereof. 

Pleas,  (after  oyer).  1..  That,  after  the  agreement 
made,  and  before  suit  commenced,  towit  on  &c.,  the 
company  of  proprietors  resolved  to  abandon,  and  did 
altogether  abandon,  the  said  deviated  line,  the  direction 
of  which  is  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned  to  be  shewn 
upon  the  map  annexed  to  the  said  agreement;  and, 
in  lieu  thereof  did  then  resolve  to  adopt,  and  did 
then  adopt,  another  line  for  their  said  projected  rail- 
way, in  lieu  of  the  said  deviated  line  mentioned  in 
the  said  agreement,  and  eastward  thereof;  which  said 
newly  adopted  line,  as  being  eastward  of  the  said 
deviated  line  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  en- 
tirely missed  and  is  altogether  out  of  the  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  every 
part  thereof;  and  that  the  said  company,  towit  on  &C., 
presented  a  petition  to  parliament  to  be  permitted  to 
carry  the  said  projected  railway  along  the  newly  adopted 
line,  and  are  now  making  every  exertion  in  their  power 
to  procure  an  act  of  parliament  for  carrying  the  same 

along 
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along  the  said  newly  adopted  line ;  and  that,  if  they        1SS9* 
shall  succeed  in  obtaining  the  said  act,  no  part  of  the  ^ 

projected  railway  will  pass  through  the  lands,  &c,  of  the        agamtt 
plaintiff,  or  any  part  thereof.     Verification. 

2.  That  the  projected  railway,  in  the  agreement  men- 
tioned, at  the  time  of  making  the  agreement  was  in- 
tended to  pass  through,  and,  according  to  the  act  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  is  intended  to  pass  through, 
lands  of  divers  individuals;  and  that  the  said  agreement 
was  made  and  entered  into  privately  and  secretly 
between  the  parties  thereto,  and  without  the  consent  or 
knowledge  of  the  individuals  through  whose  lands  the 
said  railway  was  so  intended  to  pass,  and  was  concealed 
from  them  continually  until  the  said  act  was  passed; 
and  that  the  agreement  was  not  disclosed  to,  or  known 
in  or  by,  the  said  parliament  in  and  by  which  the  said 
act  was  so  passed  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  same  was 
concealed  from  the  legblature  during  the  passing  of  the 
said  act  And  defendants  further  say  that  plaintiff, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  agreement,  was, 
and  still  is,  a  peer  of  this  realm  (a).     Verification. 

Demurrer  to  the  first  plea,  for  that  it  did  not  appear 
in  or  by  that  plea  whether  the  company  abandoned  the 
deviated  line  therein  mentioned  before  or  after  the 
passing  of  the  act  of  parliament  in  the  agreement  and 
declaration  mentioned  ;  that  the  money  stipulated  to  be 
paid  by  defendants  was  to  be  paid  at  all  events  within 
six  months  after  the  passing  of  the  act,  and  that  it  was 
no  answer,  in  point  of  law,  that,  after  the  agreement 

(a)  It  was  objected  to  this  plea  that  it  did  not  allege  the  plaintiff  to 
be  a  peer  of  parliament ;  but,  as  the  Court  expressed  an  inclination  to 
permit  an  amendment  in  this  respect,  it  was  agreed  at  the  bar  that  the 
argument  should  proceed  as  if  the  necessary  amendment  bad  been  made. 

3  G  4?  made 


SiMrtov. 
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18S9.       made  and  the  act  passed,  the  company  tfaonght  fit  to 
'       abandon  the  line.    Joinder. 

Lord  HowDBV 

jigaiHsi  There  was  also  a  general  demurrer  to  the  second 

pleai  and  joinder. 

The  demurrers  were  argued  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  in  last  Michaelmas  vacation  (a). 

CressaoeU  for  the  plaintiff.  As  to  the  first  plea,  the 
making  of  the  road  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
payment  of  the  money.  The  consideration  for  the  pay- 
ment was  the  plaintiff's  consent  to  the  adoption  of  the 
original  line  proposed  by  the  bill.  The  defendants 
entered  into  an  absolute  engagement  to  pay  the  money 
at  a  fixed  day  after  the  passing  of  the  act;  and  no  alter- 
ation in  the  plans  of  the  defendants  or  of  the  company 
can  now  relieve  them  from  their  obligation.  Suppose 
the  defendants  had  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  a  sum  on 
a  certain  day  in  consideration  of  a  grant  by  the  plaintiff 
to  them  of  a  right  of  way,  would  it  be  any  defence  to  an 
action  for  the  money  that  the  defendants  had  since  re- 
leased their  right  to  the  way  ?  The  payment  is  inde- 
pendent of  the  actual  making  of  the  road ;  and  the  case 
is  within  the  principle  of  Pordage  v.  Cole  (i),  and  the 
law  stated,  in  note  (4)  to  that  case,  by  Mr.  Serjt.  Wil' 
liams(c).  The  plea  does  not  even  shew  that  the 
company  have  yet  obtained  the  necessary  powers  for 
changing  the  line.  [He  -then  proceeded  to  argue  the 
demurrer  to  the  second  plea;  but,  as  the  same  cases, 
with  some  exceptions  noticed  hereafter,  were  cited,  and 

(a)  November  28th,   1838.     Before   Lord  Detiman  C.  J.,  Patlewn, 
Williams,  and  Coleridge  Js. 
(6)  1  Saund.  319.  (c)  1  Wms.  Saund.  320. 

the 
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the  points  upon  this  plea  more  folly  discussed,  in  error,        18S9. 
this  part  of  the  argument  has  been  here  omitted.] 


Sir  jP.  Pollock^  contr^.  As  to  the  first  plea,  the 
whole  agreement  has  obvious  reference  to  some  line 
that  shall  pass  over  the  plaintiff's  land*  The  payment 
is  '*  as  or  towards  compensation  for  the  damage  and  de- 
triment" which  the  residence  and  estates  of  the  plaintiff 
will  **  sustain  from  the  railway  passing  according  to 
such  deviated  line."  The  company  have  wholly  aban- 
doned the  deviated  line,  and  every  other  line  passing 
over  the  plaintifTs  property ;  and  an  act  has  since  passed 
to  remove  it  far  away  from  the  property  (a).  A  new 
state  of  things  has  arisen,  from  which  it  is  clear  that  the 
defendants  can  have  no  benefit  from  the  agreement, 
and  the  plaintiff  suffer  no  detriment  to  his  estate.  The 
case  resembles  the  second  class  mentioned  in  note  (4)  to 
Pordage  V.Cole  {b\  namely,  where,  though  the  day  of 
payment  is  fixed,  the  consideration  fails  before  the  day 
arrives.  If  performance  fails,  or  becomes  impossible, 
before  the  day  of  payment,  as  where  the  consider- 
ation is  the  appointment  to  an  office  which  is  abolished 
by  parliament  before  the  day,  no  action  lies  for  the 
money.  [The  rest  of  the  argument  is  omitted  for  the 
reasons  already  mentioned.] 

Cresswel/t  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court,  as  to 
the  first  plea. 

(a)  Sut.  7  IT.  4.  &  1  Viet,  e.  IxyVu.  (load  and  personal,  public}.  See 
post,  p.  814|  note  (a).  This  act  was  passed  SOth  June  1837;  the  plea 
was  pleaded,  15th  February  1837.  It  was  noticed  by  Cremoell  that  the 
act  (sect.  27)  recognised  and  confirmed  the  contracts  made  under  the 
preceding  act.  ^ 

(6)  1  n'ms.  Saun<L  520. 

Lord 


Lord  HowDxw 

agamti 

SiMnoy. 
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1839.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.     We  think  there  is  nothing  in 

■       the  first  plea.    As  to  the  second  plea^ 

JLofd  Howsnr 

agaimt  CuT.  adv.  Vult. 

SiMnov. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.9  in  Hilary  term  {January  Slst), 
18S9,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

This  case  was  argued  in  the  sittings  after  last  term 
upon  demurrer  to  the  pleas.  [After  stating  the  de- 
claration, his  Lordship  continued  as  follows.] 

To  this  declaration,  after  setting  the  agreement  out 
on  oyer,  the  defendant  first  pleaded  a  plea  which  we 
thought  bad  for  reasons  assigned  during  the  argument. 

More  difficult  and  more  important  questions  arise 
upon  the  second  plea.  This  plea  seeks  to  avoid  the 
deed  on  three  several  grounds.  First,  that  the  railway 
at  the  time  of  making  the  agreement  was,  and  by  the 
bill  now  passed  is,  intended  to  be  carried  through  the 
lands  of  divers  individuals,  and  the  agreement  was  en- 
tered into  secretly  without  their  knowledge.  Secondly, 
that  the  agreement  was  not  known  to  parliament,  and 
was  concealed  from  the  legislature  during  the  passing 
of  the  act  And,  lastly,  whatever  might  be  the  character 
of  such  an  agreement  if  made  between-  the  defendants 
and  any  other  than  a  peer  or  member  of  the  legislature, 
that  the  plaintiff's  quality  as  a  member  of  the  Upper 
House,  and  the  duties  incumbent  on  him  as  such,  made  it 
at  all  events  an  illegal  agreement  for  him  to  enter  into, 
and  one  which  he  cannot  enforce.  This  plea  is  demurred 
to  generally ;  and  it  was  contended,  in  the  argument, 
that  on  neither  of  these  grounds  could  the  agreement 
be  impeached.  We  think  that,  the  plea  and  agreement 
being  taken  together,  an  answer  to  the  declaration  is 

disclosed. 


SUIFSOM. 
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disclosed,  on  the  ground  that  the  latter  had  iu  con-        1839. 
templation  that  which  was  inconsistent  with  material       ~ 

lord  HowoEW 

allegations  in  the  preamble  and  provisoes  in  the  clauses        agaifut 
of  the  intended  bill,  and  that  to  conceal  such  an  agree- 
ment from  ttie  legislature  was  in  the  eye  of  the  law  a 
fraud  upon  it,  and  any  contract  founded  on  such  con- 
cealment contrary  to  good  faith. 

Whether  an  agreement  of  this  sort,  apart  from  the 
accident  of  concealment,  must  be  necessarily  invalid  in 
itself,  we  need  not  decide.  A  state  of  things  may  per- 
haps be  easily  imagined,  in  which,  from  new  information 
obtained  after  the  first  line  had  been  applied  for,  it 
would  become  just,  as  well  as  expedient,  to  substitute 
another  for  it  But  the  question  is,  whether  such  a  change 
can  lawfully  be  made  during  the  progress  of  the  bill,  by 
a  secret  compact  between  the  future  company  and  cer- 
tain individuals.  Now  the  line  by  which  a  railway  is  to 
pass  is  at  the  very  root  of  the  whole  project  Alter  that 
line,  fresh  notices,  fresh  plans,  fresh  consents  become 
necessary.  Had  the  proposed  deviation  been  introduced 
into  this  bill,  it  could  not,  under  ordinary  rules,  have 
passed  in  that  session.  Suppose  then  that  this  agree- 
ment had  been  disclosed  to  parliament,  is  it  clear  that 
the  bill  would  have  been  allowed  to  pass  in  its  present 
state  ?  On  the  contrary,  is  it  not  at  least  equally  pro- 
bable that  some  such  objection  as  the  following  might 
have  prevailed  ?  **  You  come  to  us  for  powers  M'hich 
you  do  not  mean  to  use ;  you  offer  evidence  in  support  of 
the  preamble,  and  desire  us  to  find  it  proved,  when  it  is 
at  the  same  time  clear,  from  your  own  deliberate  agree- 
ment, that  another  line  is  preferred  and  intended  to  be 
adopted  by  you ;  if  you  are  not  as  yet  in  a  condition  to 
ask  us  to  legislate  on  that  line,  it  is  fitting  that  we 

should 
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1839.       should  suspend  legislating  altogether,  until  we  can  have 

— ""       your  whole  plan  before  us  at  once."    Now,  if  it  is  in  any 
Lord  HowDiN  i         i      i     .  i  .  * 

against       d^ee  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  legislature  might 

have  proceeded  on  such  grounds  as  these,  we  think  it 
clear  that  the  agreement  ought  to  have  heea  disclosed, 
and  that  to  conceal  it  was  a  legal  fraud,  because  it  was 
concealing  that  which  might  have  made  the  decision 
other  than  it  was.  Acts  of  this  kind,  it  is  well  known, 
are  to  be  considered  as  bargains  between  the  public  and 
the  parties  applying  for  them,  and  the  legislature  repre* 
sents  the  public  in  framing  them ;  it  is  essential,  there- 
fore, that  nothing  be  knowingly  kept  back  which  may 
reasonably  be  expected  to  have  an  influence  on  the 
judgment  of  the  legislature  in  so  framing  them  as  to 
secure  for  the  public  the  best  terms  in  return  for  those 
powers  over  private  property,  and  other  advantages, 
which  the  act  is  to  confer  on  the  parties  applying. 
Upon  principle,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion  that  this 
agreement,  under  the  circumstances  of  concealment  dis- 
closed by  the  plea,  cannot  be  enforced.  But  it  has 
been  twice  under  the  consideration  of  a  court  of  equity ; 
and  two  other  cases  in  equity,  supposed  to  bear  upon  the 
point,  were  cited  in  the  argument :  it  is  necessary  for  us, 
therefore,  to  see  how  the  point  stands  upon  authority. 
The  present  defendants,  it  seems,  filed  their  bill  pray- 
ing, among  other  things,  that  this  agreement  might  be 
declared  to  be  void,  and  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled, 
and  the  present  plaintiff  enjoined  from  proceeding  in 
this  action.  The  bill  was  demurred  to  generally  for 
want  of  equity :  in  the  argument  before  Lord  Langdale^ 
the  same  three  objections  to  the  agreement  were  insisted 
on,  as  this  plea  discloses :  the  judgment  proceeded  en- 
tirely oil  the  second,   the  same  which  we  have  been 

considering ; 
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considering;  and  upon  that  ground  Lord  Langdale  said,  1839. 
he  saw  very  strong  reasons  to  think  that«  when  the  ^  T77^ 
proper  time  came  for  deciding  it,  the  contract  might  be        againsi 

SiMPftOK 

considered  and  held  to  be  illegal ;  he,  therefore,  over- 
ruled the  demurrer :  Simpson  v.  Lord  Hawden  (a).  This 
decision,  however,  was  reversed,  on  appeal,  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  Simpson  v.  Lord  Hawden  (i),  not  upon 
grounds  which  impeached  the  reasoning  or  opinion  of 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  but  upon  a  point  which  he  had 
disposed  of  in  a  very  few  words,  that  the  objections 
made  to  the  agreement  were  all  apparent  on  its  face, 
and  available  in  a  court  of  law,  and  that  there  was  no 
instance  in  which  a  court  of  equity  had  given  relief 
under  such  circumstances.  Some  expressions,  however, 
are  reported  to  have  fallen  from  his  Lordship  from 
which  it  may  be  probably  inferred  that  he  at  that  time 
considered  the  reasoning  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  as 
inconclusive;  but  there  is  nothing  which  approaches 
even  to  a  formed  opinion  on  the  subject 

Two  other  cases  were  cited.  The  first  is,  Tht  Vaux* 
hall  Bridge  Company  v*  Earl  Spencer  (c).  The  subject 
of  discussion,  there,  was  an  agreement  made  before 
the  passing  of  the  Vauxhall  Bridge  Act,  between  the 
projectors  and  the  trustees  of  the  Baitersea  Bridge  .* 
clauses  to  indemnify  the  latter  for  losses  which  they 
might  sustain  by  the  erection  of  the  new  bridge  had 
been  introduced  into  the  bill,  but  they  were  objected 
to  on  the  second  reading  in  the  Lords,  and  the  bill  was 
in  consequence  withdrawn.  This  agreement  was  then 
secretly  made,  by  which  a  sum  of  money  was  to  be 
secured,  and  ultimately  made  payable  to  the  proprietors 

(a)  1  Keen,  583.  (6)  3  Afyl.  f  O.  97. 

(c)  2  Maid,  356. ;  and,  on  appet!,  Joe.  64. 

of 
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18S9.        oF  the  Battersea  Bridge,  in  lieu  of  the  indemnity  in- 
'        tended  to  have  been  iriven  by  the  clauses  in  the  bill. 

Lord  HowDiir  ^  ^ 

agaifut  These  were  then  expunged,  and  the  bill  presented 
and  passed  without  them.  It  is  unnecessary  to  notice 
some  difference  of  facts  which  exists  between  the  two 
cases,  because  it  does  not  afiect  the  ground  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor's  (Sir  T.  Plumer^a)  decision,  which  direcdy 
applies  to  the  present  question.  He  says  (a),  ^'  The 
legislature  and  the  public  must  have  supposed  the  claim 
of  compensation  was  given  up,  and  that  the  money  to 
arise  from  the  tolls  was  to  be  applied  as  the  act  directs, 
and  not  in  discharge  of  the  money  secured  by  this 
secret  agreement.  If  the  compensation  had  been  pub- 
licly insisted  upon,  the  legislature  might  have  passed  the 
bill  without  regarding  the  claim,  or  if  they  thought  it 
a  proper  claim,  might  have  refused  to  pass  the  bill,  on 
the  ground  that  the  satisfaction  of  the  claim  would  be 
too  great  a  burthen  upon  the  undertaking.  The  object 
of  the  agreement  was  to  prevent  an  opposition  to  the 
bill  in  parliament,  and  it  was  to  be  concealed  from  the 
legislature.  Such  an  underhand  agreement  was  a  fraud 
upon  the  legislature,  and  contrary  to  principles  of 
public  policy.  The  contract  was  invalid."  The  de- 
cree, however,  which  his  Honor  pronounced  after  this 
strong  expression  of  opinion,  did  not  decide  on  the 
invalidity  of  the  bonds  given  in  pursuance  of  the  agree- 
ment, but  left  that  to  be  tried  at  law.  There  was  an 
appeal,  and  Lord  Eldon  {b)  affirmed  the  decree.  In 
the  course  of  his  judgment,  however,  he  is  reported 
to  have  made  some  remarks  from  which  it  appears  that, 
in  the  view  which  he  took  of  the  facts,  he  doubted  of 
the  soundness  of  Sir  T.  Plumer^s  reasoning.    But  it  is 

(a)  2  Mad.  367.  (b)  Joe.  64. 

remarkable 
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remarkable  that,  as  he  stated  them,  he  seems  not  to        18S9# 
have  adverted  to  that  circumstance  of  purposed  con-   ,   T7i 

"^     ^  Lord  HowsBN 

cealment  from  the  legislature  on  which  Sir  T.  Pkmer        o^amsi 

SiJinoy. 

had  laid  so  great  stress,  and  that  he  certainly  sup- 
poses a  state  of  things  before  the  Lords,  on  the  second 
reading,  very  different  from  that  alleged  in  the  plain- 
tiff's bill  and  admitted  by  the  demurrer.  By  the  bill, 
it  appeared  that  several  Lords  <<  entertained  objections," 
especially  to  the  clauses  in  question,  <^  on  the  ground  that 
such  a  contract  was  illegal  and  contrary  to  public  policy, 
being  founded  on  an  improper  principle,  and  was  likely 
to  operate  as  a  bar  to  the  general  improvement  of  the 
country ''  (a).  This  Lord  ^Eldon  is  made  treat  as  '^  some- 
thing that  fell  from  some  member  of  the  committee,''  as 
an  imagination  <^  that  scruples  would  be  entertained;" 
and  an  objection,  made  by  one  member  of  the  com- 
mittee, '^not  sanctioned  or  known  by  the  House  at 
large  *'  (&).  With  all  the  respect  which  we  unfeignedly 
feel  for  the  decisions  of  that  most  able  and  cautious 
judge,  we  are  compelled  to  say  that  the  reasoning  which 
he  is  stated  to  have  used,  even  on  his  own  view  of  the 
facts,  appears  to  us  to  be  wholly  inconclusive.  ^^  It  is 
argued,"  he  says,  ^^  that  this  was  a  fraud  upon  the 
legislature,  but  I  think  it  would  be  going  a  great  way 
to  say  so,  for  mm  constat,  if  it  had  been  pushed  to  the 
extent  of  taking  the  opinion  of  the  House^  that  it  might 
not  have  passed  the  bill  in  its  former  shape."  But,  if  the 
House  might  have  reused  to  pass  it  in  that  shape,  which 
is  d  priori  equally  supposable,  and  which  the  particular 
circumstances  alleged  make  more  probable,  and  if  they 
were  the  constituted  judges  to  determine  whether  they 
would  or  no,  and,  still  further,  if  the  parties  applying 

(a)  2  Mad,  357.  (6)  Jac.  69. 

for 


806  CASES  IK  TRINITY  VACATION 

18S9.       for  their  decision  knowingly  withhold  from  them  ma- 
_    ^  „  terial  facts,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  understand  how  the 

LfOrd  HowDtN 

againit  possibility  of  a  decision  the  same  way,  even  with  those 
facts  apparent,  removes  the  imputation  of  fraud,  or  the 
objection  on  the  score  of  public  policy. 

One  case  remains  to  be  noticed,  that  of  Edwards  v. 
T/te  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  (a).  The  facts  of 
that  case,  so  far  as  they  bear  on  the  present  point,  were 
these.  Th6  line  of  an  intended  railway  was  to  cross 
a  turnpike  road.  The  trustees  opposed  the  bilU  and 
prepared  a  petition  to  the  Lords  against  it.  Subse- 
quently a  meeting  took  place,  and  clauses  were  agreed 
on  to  be  introduced  into  the  bill,  which  w^ere  satisfactory 
to  the  trustees,  and  on  the  faith  of  which  they  agreed 
to  withdraw  their  petition.  It  was  then  su^ested,  on 
the  part  of  the  railway,  that,  as  the  introduction  of  the 
clauses  into  the  bill  would  occasion  delay  and  expense, 
the  trustees  should  accept  an  agreement  embodying 
their  substance  in  lieu  of  them.  This  was  yielded  to, 
and  the  bill  passed  without  them.  The  question  was 
whether  this  agreement  was  binding;  and  both  the 
present  Vice  Chancellor  and  Lord  Chancellor  held  that 
it  was.  That  case,  however,  is  obviously  distinguish- 
able from  the  present.  In  the  first  place  the  bill,  as  it 
passed,  contained  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  stipu- 
lations in  the  agreement,  a  circumstance  relied  on  by 
the  Lord  Chancellor  in  his  judgment  Secondly,  if  the 
clauses  had  been  inserted,  the  opposition  of  the  trustees, 
who  were  alone  interested  in  them,  would,  ex  concessis^ 
have  been  equally  withdrawn;  and  then,  the  only 
parties  interested  assenting,  the  bill  would  have  passed 
according  to  the  usual  course  of  the  legislature  with 
such  bills  ^nder  the  same  circumstances ;  but,  as  the 

(a)  1  M^L  ^  Cr,  650. 

agreement 
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agreement  was  to  efiect  the  very  thing  which  the  1839. 
clauses  would  have  provided  for,  it  is  impossible  to  say 
the  legblature  were  imposed  upon  by  it.  This  case,  againti 
therefore^  is  not  in  point  to  one  where  the  agreement 
between  the  parties  and  the  enactments  of  the  bill  are 
opposed  to  each  other.  It,  in  fact,  decided  no  more 
than  this,  so  iar  as  it  bears  on  our  present  inquiry,  that 
an  agreement  to  make  a  particular  bridge  or  viaduct  of 
not  less  than  fifty  feet  in  width,  in  consideration  of 
withdrawing  opposition  to  a  bill,  one  clause  of  which 
restricted  the  company  from  making  any  bridge  or 
viaduct  less  than  fifteen  feet  wide,  might  be  binding. 

It  appears,  then,  that  the  conclusion  to  which  we  have 
come  is  sanctioned  by  the  judicial  opinions  of  Sir 
T.jmumer  and  Lord  Langdak;  and  that  there  is  no 
decision,  nor  any  clear  expression  of  an  opinion,  the 
other  way.  We  think  there  is  great  weight  in  the 
objection  which  arises  to  the  validity  of  this  contract 
from  its  being  kept  secret  from  the  parties  interested, 
who  had  given  their  assent  to  the  bill  which  enacted  a 
different  line,  and  might  either  have  withheld  their 
assent  at  first,  or  withdrawn  it  and  opposed  the  bill 
afterwards,  if  they  had  known  of  the  intended  deviation. 
But  the  view  we  have  already  explained  renders  any 
remarks  on  that,  or  the  remaining  point  in  the  case, 
unnecessary. 

We  are,  upon  the  whole,  of  opinion  that  the  second 
plea  is  good,  and  there  must  be 

S.  Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  brought  a  writ  of  error  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  on  the  judgment  upon  the  second  plea.  The 
case  was  argued  in  this  vacation,  Ihiesdaj/f  June  18th, 

Vol.  X.  S  H  before 
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1889.        before    Tindal  C.  J.,    Vaughan^   Bosanquet^  and  En- 
Lord^Tw       ^^  ^^' '  Parkej  Qumey^  and  Maule  Bs. 


againai 
Smnoir. 


Cresswett  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  (the  plaintiff  below). 
None  of  the  points  made  for  the  defendants  in  the  court 
below  can  be  supported. 

First,  it  was  contended  that  Lord  HooadeUt  being  a 
peer  of  parliament,  could  not  legally  make  a  pecuniary 
contract  respecting  the  passing  of  a  legislative  measure. 
It  was  not  denied  that  any  individual,  not  a  member  of 
parliament,  might  accept  a  compensation  for  abandoning 
his  opposition  to  a  measure  which  injured  him ;  and  no 
reason  can  be  assigned  for  depriving  a  peer  of  such  a 
right.  It  is  not  a  recognised  principle  that  a  member 
may  not  TOte  in  cases  affecting  his  interests;  if  it  were^ 
no  landowner  could  vote  on  the  question  of  the  com 
laws,  no  proprietor  of  Bank  or  East  India  Stock  on  a 
question  relating  to  the  charters  of  the  Bank  or  East 
India  Company.  But,  further,  it  is  not  to  be  assumed 
that  Lord  Howden  would  give  any  vote  at  all  on  this 
question;  that  is  not  contemplated  in  the  agreement, 
nor  is  he  compilable  to  do  so;  and  he  does  not  agree 
to  support  the  measure,  but  only  to  withdraw  his  op- 
position. He  might,  besides,  cease  to  oppose  in  the 
character  of  a  landowner,  as  other  landowners  might, 
by  not  instructing  any  agent  to  appear  against  the  bill, 
and  yet  be  free  to  decide  either  way,  in  his  legislative 
capacity,  upon  a  view  of  the  public  good  or  evil  which 
the  measure  appeared  to  him  likely  to  produce. 

Secondly,  it  was  objected  that,  as  the  line  was  to  pass 
through  the  land  of  other  persons,  it  was  a  fraud  on 
them  to  make  this  agreement  without  their  knowledge. 
But  they  had  no  right  to  be  privy  to  any  terms  which 

an 
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an  individual  landowner  might  choose  to  make  with        1839. 
the  company.     If  there  was  any  obligation  to  comma-  *   TT! 
nicate  such  a  bargain  to  the  other  landowners,  it  was        agmntt 
incumbent  on  the  defendants :  the  plaintiff  entered  into 
no  express  or  implied  contract  or  understanding  with 
any  other  landowners. 

Thirdly,  it  was  ol:gected  that  this  agreement  was  not 
made  known  to  parliament  at  the  time  when  the  act 
was  passed.  Now  the  agreement  is  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  company ;  and  the  plaintiff  has  never  done 
any  thing  imposing  upon  him  the  necessity  of  commu- 
nicating with  parliament  at  all.  The  course  in  such 
transactions  is,  in  fact,  for  parties  to  announce  to  the 
committees  of  the  houses  that  they  have  agreed ;  but 
parliament  does  not  interfere  with  the  terms  of  such 
agreements.  It  is  contended  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
agreement  provides  for  a  future  deviation,  the  legislature 
was  deceived,  and  the  plaintiff  was  a  sharer  in  the  deceit, 
because  the  parties  had  in  contemplation  to  represent 
one  line  as  the  best  to  parliament,  and  then  construct 
another.  This  view  seems  to  have  been  partly  sanc- 
tioned by  Lord  Langdale  M.  R.,  in  Simpson  v.  I^ord 
Hawden  (a),  where  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  present  de- 
fendants, praying  to  have  the  agreement  delivered  up  to 
be  cancelled,  and  a  demurrer  to  the  bill  was  over-ruled. 
But  Lord  Htmden  was  no  party  to  any  misrepresent- 
ation ;  he  simply  assents  to  a  proposal  that  he  shall  give 
up  his  interests  in  the  company's  favour,  on  'condition 
of  a  certain  compensation  and  of  an  alteration  to  be 
obtained,  if  possible,  which  is  to  lessen  the  injury  done 
to  him.     The  not  communicating  such  an  agreement  to 

(a)  lJr«eiH58S. 

S  H  2  strangers 
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18S9.        strangers  cannot  make  it  illegal  unless  it  be  illegal  in 
7TI  itself:   and  The  VauxhaU  Bridge  Company  v.  TheE/carl 

against  qf  SpenccT  (a)  shews  that  withdrawing  opposition  to  a 
bill  may  be  a  good  consideration  for  payment  to  be 
made  in  compensation.  Possibly,  if  the  contract  had 
provided  for  positive  concealment,  the  objection  would 
have  been  more  specious.  Catlin  v.  Bell  (i)  and 
Hodgson  V.  Temple  (c)  shew  that  a  bargain  respecting 
goods  may  be  enforced  by  a  party  who  knew  that  the 
other  party  intended  to  smuggle  them.  [TfWa/C.  J. 
Not  if  the  bargain  is  to  effect  that]  That  distinction  is 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  Lord  LangdaVs  decision  in 
Simpson  v.  Lord  Hawden  {d)  was  reversed  by  Lord  Cot^ 
tenham  C. ;  Simpson  v.  Lord  Howden  {e).  The  Lord 
Chancellor  there  threw  doubt  upon  the  doctrine  laid  down 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  on  the  point  now  under  dis- 
cussion ;  but  he  reversed  the  judgment,  it  is  true,  upon 
a  distinct  point.  Suppose  this  contract  had  been  made 
before  the  act  was  applied  for,  what  pretence  would  there 
have  been  for  treating  it  as  a  fraud  on  parliament?  Bat 
what  difference  can  it  make  that  the  contract  was  not 
concluded  till  the  bill  was  in  parliament,  the  terms  being 
the  same  ?  Or,  again,  suppose  the  act  had  passed  before 
any  contract  had  been  made,  and  afterwards,  upon  Lord 
Haaoden  claiming  compensation  before  a  jury,  the  parties 
had  agreed  to  give  him  5000/.,  and  attempt  to  obtain  a 
fresh  act  authorising  a  deviation.  That  transaction 
would  have  l)een  free  from  the  objection  now  made,  yet 
the  situation  of  all  parties  would  have  been  the  sauie  as 


(a)  Jacob,  eA,  (6)  ACampb.  18S. 

(c)  5  Taunt.  181.  (</)  I  A>nt,58S. 

{e)  3MyL  i  0.97. 
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it  is  now.   It  can  make  no  difference  whether  the  money        1839. 
be  to  be  paid  immediately,  or  six  months  after  the  royal 

^  ^*  J        Lord  HowD«> 

assent  shall  have  b^en  given.  Indeed,  the  record  does  jigainst 
not  shew  that  the  bill  was  before  parliament  at  the  time 
of  the  contract.  No  objection  can  arise  upon  the 
ground  of  public  policy ;  the  general  policy  of  the  law 
is,  that  any  owner  of  property  shall  make  such  terms 
respecting  the  abandonment  of  any  of  his  rights  as  may 
seem  fit  to  himself  and  the  other  contracting  party. 
Further,  supposing  the  contract  vicious,  so  far  as  re^- 
gards  the  deviation,  the  other  terms,  which  contain 
simply  an  abandonment  of  Lord  Hawden^s  rights  for  a 
consideration,  may  well  stand.  *'  If  some  of  the  cove- 
nants of  an  indenture,  or  of  the  condftions  endorsed 
upon  a  bond,  are  against  law,  and  some  good  and 
lawful,"  **  the  covenants  or  conditions  which  are  against 
law  are  void  ab  initio^  and  the  others  stand  good;'' 
Pigofs  Case  (a).  The  same  rule  as  to  conditions  void 
by  the  common  law  is  to  be  found  in  Norton  v. 
Simmes  {b)  and  Mosdel  v.  Middleton(c).  It  is  true  that 
if  part  of  the  consideration  of  a  promise  be  against  law 
the  whole  contract  is  void;  FeatAerston  v.  Hutchinson  {d) ; 
but  here  the  question  arises  as  to  distinct  parts  of  the 
promise  itself.  Gaskell  v.  King{e)^  Wigg  v.  Shuttle^ 
"worth  (g),  Hcnxie  v.  Syr^e  (A),  illustrate  this  point. 
\Matde  B.  In  those  cases  the  illegality  consisted  in 
contracting  not  to  claim  deductions  in  respect  of  the 
property -tax ;  stat  46  G.  S..c.  ^b.  s.  115.  enacted  that 
*^all   contracts,   covenants,   and   agreements  made   or 

(a)  11  Sep,  26  b,  S7  6.        (6)  Ifob.  12.  See  p.  14.  (5th  ed.)- 
(c)  1  Ventr.  237.  (rf)  Cro.  Eih.  199. 

(<?)  II  East,  \ 65,  (g)  IS  Eatt,  S7. 


i^h)  l5Easi,4W. 
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1839.        entered    into,    or  to  be  made   or  entered  into  for 
~  payment  of  any  interest  rent  or  other  annual  payment 

Lord  Howoiv 

agaifttt        aforesaid  in  fiiU,  without  allowing  such  deduction  as 

Siiinoif. 

aforesaid,  shall  be  utterly  y<AdJ*  The  particular  oofe- 
nant,  &c.,  was  all  that  the  words  of  the  statute  reached] 
Kerrium  v.  Cde  (a),  Chesman  v.  Nainby  (b\  Nemman  ▼. 
Newman  (c),  are  also  illustrations  of  the  general  distinc- 
tion. iTindal  C.  J.  mentioned  Mow^  v.  Leake  {ij*'] 
If  the  legal  and  illegal  contracts  depend  one  upon  the 
other,  the  law  no  doubt  is  the  other  way ;  but  tbst  is 
not  so  here*  [^Parke  B*  If  I  sell  a  horse  to  a  man  who 
agrees  to  give  me  50/.  and  steal  another  horse,  am  I 
enforcing  an  illegal  bargain  by  suing  for  the  BOl*  ?] 

Joseph  Addison^  contra.  The  answer  to  the  question 
just  put  would  depend  upon  the  fact,  whether  the  horse 
was  given  for  the  901.  and  the  promise  to  steal,  or  whe- 
ther the  promise  to  steal  was  altogether  an  independent 
matter,  and  the  horse  was  sold  for  the  501.  only.  In 
the  latter  case,  an  action  might  be  brought  for  the  50L, 
not  in  the  former;  but  the  case  here  resembles  the  former. 
The  plaintiff  withdraws  his  opposition,  and  gives  "  his 
assent,"  on  condition  of  the  stipulations  in  the  agreemeat 
being  performed.  Now  the  agreen^ent  contains  a  stipula- 
tion that  the  defendants  will  endeavour  to  obtain  ao  act 
authorising  them  to  deviate.  And  the  covenant  of  the 
defendants  is  that,  if  the  <<  present  bill "  be  passed  in 
the  then  session,  they  will  pay  the  plaintiff  50001.  for 
compensation  in  respect  of  the  railway  as  made  on  the 
deviated  line,  exclusive  of  other  possible  damages.    It 

(a)  SE(ttt,93l. 

(6)  2  Sir.  739.     S,  C.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1456.     S,  C,  in  enw  in  D^"^ 
Proc,,  1  Bro,  P.  C.  234.  («d  ed.). 
•  (c)  4  3f.  ^  &  66.  (rf)  8  T.  R.  411. 

cannot 


SixNoir. 


IN  THE  Second  and  Thibd  Years  of  VICTORIA.  81S 

cannot  be  said  that  the  deviation  is  not  a  part  of  the        18S9. 
contract  mixed  up  with  the  whole.     If  the  line  made       "^"^ 

J#ord  HowDBW 

according  to  the  deviation  be  illegal,  the  5000k  cannot        against 
be  recovered ;  for  it  is  to  be  paid  for  the  damage  done 
by  that  line. 

In  answer  to  the  first  objection  it  is  contended  t^at 
the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  bargain  as  to  his  own  land, 
although  he  was  a  peer.  But  the  objection  is  that  he  is 
selling  his  vote.  lErsUne  J,  The  dissent  may  be 
merely  in  the  character  of  an  individual.]  He  con- 
tracts, not  merely  to  withdraw  his  opposition,  but  to 
**  assent:"  if  he  had  voted  against  the  bill,  that  would 
have  been  a  breach  of  the  contract  (a). 

In.  answer  to  the  second  objection,  it  Ls  said  that  finy 
party  interested  may  individually  get  the  best  terms 
which  he  can«  But,  if  the  whole  be  part  of  a  common 
scheme,  as  a  railway,  a  secret  bargain  by  one  such  party 
is  a  fraud  on  the  rest.  ITindal  C.  J.  You  would  com- 
pare it  with  a  deed  of  composition,  where  the  law  will 
not  permit  one  creditor  secretly  to  get  better  terms  than 
the  others.]  It  is  an  analogous  case.  If  the  other  parties 
had  known  of  these  terms,  they  would  themselves  have 
probably  made  their  bargains  difierently.  lErskine  J. 
It  is  not  averred  that  any  one  was  to  know  what  any 
other  gave*  It  is  not  like  a  case  of  underwriters  sub- 
scribing the  same  policy:  each  may  have  assented  on 
different  terms.  Parke  B.  Under  a  deed  of  composi- 
tion, each  creditor  is  supposed  to  receive  the  same  terms, 
and  no  one  would  join  if  he  were  told  that  the  debtpr 
meant  to  make  separate  bargains  with  each.]   All  parties 

(a)  On  this  point,  Sir  F.  Pollock  cited,  in  the  Court  below,  GUbert  ▼. 
Si/kes,  16  Eati,  150.,  and  the  words  Of  Lord  Mansfield  in  Jotks  v.  Ran' 
dall,  Cowp,  37, 39. 

8  H  4  are 
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1839.       are  together  before  parliament     The  agreement  is  like 
■~  a  bargain  for  giving  a  creditor  money  to  induce  him  to 

agamsi  sign  a  certificate.  Besides,  the  other  parties  here  assent 
upon  the  belief  that  the  railway  is  to  follow  the  line 
preferred  in  the  original  bill,  which  (sect  46)  prohibits 
a  deviation,  except  within  small  limits  (a).  Their  con- 
sent is  not  stipulated  for  in  the  agreement;  and  it  is 
not  only  possible,  but  highly  probable,  that  they  would 
have  opposed  the  original  bill  had  they  been  made  ac- 
quainted with  this  bargain.  When  they  have  to  oppose 
the  new  bill  their  situation  is  altered.  The  bargain  is, 
in  effect^  for  the  misapplication  of  the  funds. 

Lastly,  the  transaction  is  a  fraud  on  the  legislature, 
who  are  trustees  for  the  public  It  is  a  secret  agree- 
ment to  obtain  the  consent  of  parliament  on  the  suppo- 
sition that  a  line  is  to  be  followed,  which  it  is  intended 
to  abandon.  The  Vcnuchali  Bridge  Compamf  v.  The 
Earl  of  Spencer  {b)  has  been  cited  to  sh.ew  the  legality  of 
such  a  bargain.  That  case  came  first  before  Sir  Thomas 
Plumerj  V.  C. ;  VauxhaU  Bridge  Company  v.  Earl 
Spencer  (c) ;  and  his  Honor  held  the  agreement  to  be 
illegal.  But  afterwards,  when  the  answers  were  put  in, 
the  concealment  from  the  legislature,  and  agreement  to 
conceal,  were  contradicted ;  and  in  that  shape  the  case. 
The  VauxhaU  Bridge  Company  v.  The  Earl  ofSpaicer  (£), 
came  before  Lord  Elion  whose  language,  therefore, 
cannot  apply  to  this  case.     Lord  Collenha^ffs  judgment 

(a)  The  act  is  itat  6  &  7  ^.  4.  c.  Ixxxi.  (local  and  personal,  public), 
'<  for  making  a  railway  from  the  city  of  York  to  and  into  the  township 
of  AUofts,  with  Tarious  branches  of  railway,  all  in  the  West  Riding  of 
the  county  of  York  or  county  of  the  said  dty/*  See  stat.  7  Wi  4,  & 
1  Vict,  c,  IzviiL  (local  and  personal,  public),  <*  to  alter  the  line  of  the 
York  and  North  3iiiUand  railway,  and  to  amend  the  act  relating  thereto.** 

(6)  Jacob,  64.  (c)  S  Madd.  S56. 

in 
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in  Sinqwm  ▼•  Ijord  Hawden  (a)  decides  nothing  as  to  the  18S9. 
principle  now  in  question ;  and  Lord  LangdM^  opinion,  wTT3" 
in  the  previous  case  of  Simpson  v.  Lord  Hcfwden  (i),  is 
expressly  in  &vour  of  the  defendants.  In  Edwards  v. 
7%«  Grand  Junction  Baihomf  Compamf  {c)  a  private 
agreement  to  cease  opposing  the  bill,  in  consideration 
of  some  advantages  in  addition  to  those  given  by  the 
act,  was  considered  not  to  bcf  illegal  on  the  ground  of 
injustice  towards  shareholders  who  were  ignorant  of  the 
agreement  But  there,  as  Lord  CotienAam  C.  pointed 
out,  the  advantage,  which  was  the  construction  of  a 
bridge  wider  than  those  which  the  company  were  com- 
pelled to  make  by  the  act,  was  consistent  with  it:  here  the 
contract  is  for  a  line  inconsistent  with  the  original  bill. 

CressweOj  in  reply.  The  5000/.  is  not  given  for  the 
damage  done  by  the  intended  deviation.  Lord  Hawden^  in 
consideration  of  withdrawing  his  opposition,  is  to  receive 
5000A  at  any  rate ;  and  more  if  the  deviated  line  be 
not  adopted. 

As  to  the  word  "  assent,"  it  relates  merely  to  the 
proof  required  by  parliamentary  committees  respecting 
individual  landowners. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Tindal  C.  J.,  in  this  vacation  (Sd  July)^  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

In  this  case  a  writ  of  error  has  been  brought  on  a 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  a  demurrer 
to  a  plea.  Lord  Hawden^  the  plaintiff  .below,  brought 
an  action  against  the  defendants  upon  a  covenant  con«- 

(a)  SMyL  j-  Cr.  97.  (6)  1  Jr<wM,583* 

(c)  1  ftfy/.  $•  Cr.  650. 

tained 
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1889.  talned  in  a  deed,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  a  bill  had 
been  introduced  into  parliament  for  making  a  railway 

agamst  intended  to  pass  through  the  estates,  and  near  the  man- 
sion, of  the  plaintiff,  and  which  the  plaintiff  thought 
likely  to  be  injurious  thereto,  and  therefore  he  was  a 
dissentient  from  the  undertaking,  and  was  about  to  op« 
pose  the  passing  of  the  said  bill,  the  plaintiff  agreed,  on 
condition  of  the  stipulations  in  the  agreement  contained 
being  performed,  to  withdraw  his  said  opposition  to  the 
bill,  and  assent  to  the  railway;  and  the  defendants,  four 
of  the  proprietors  of  the  intended  railway,  agreed,  in 
case  the  said  bill  should  be  passed  into  a  law  within  the 
then  session  of  parliament,  to  give  BOOOL  to  the  plaintiff 
towards  compensation  for  the  damage  he  would  sustain, 
within  six  months  after  the  passing  of  the  act ;  and  also 
agreed  that  they  would,  in  the  next  session  of  parlia- 
ment, apply  for,  and  use  their  best  endeavours  to  obtain, 
an  amended  act,  for  making  a  deviation  from  the  line  of 
the  railway  in  a  particular  direction.  The  deed  con- 
tains many  other  stipulations^  not  material  to  be  ad- 
verted to ;  but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  there  is  none 
which  expressly  states,  or  from  which  it  can  be  implied, 
that  the  agreement,  or  any  part  of  it,  was  to  be  kept 
secret  The  declaration  on  this  deed  alleges  that  the 
act  passed,  and  that  six  months  had  since  elapsed,  and 
that  the  money  was  not  paid* 

The  first  plea  states  that  the  company  of  proprietors 
had  abandoned  the  proposed  line,  and  in  lieu  thereof 
resolved  to  adopt  another,  which  entirely  avoided  the 
lands  of  the  plaintiff;  and  had  presented  a  petition  to 
parliament  for,  and  were  using  every  effort  to  obtain,  an 
act  of  parliament  for  carrying  it  into  effect 

To  this  plea  there  was  a  demurrer ;  and  the  Court  of 

Queen's 
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Queen's  Bench  held  the  plea  to  be  bad.    And,  on  the        1839. 
argument  before  us,  it  was  not  insisted  that  it  was  a  good       '        ' 
plea.    It  is,  indeed,  beyond  all  question  that  this  plea        agamst 
affords  no  answer  to  a  covenant  to  pay  the  5000/.  abso- 
lutely at  the  end  of  six  months  after  the  passing  of  the 
act 

Upon  the  second  pLea,  to  which  there  was  also  a  de^ 
murrer,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  gave  judgment  for 
the  defendants*  (His  Lordship  here  read  the  second 
plea,  p.  797,  ante.) 

The  objections  founded  on  this  plea  were  threefold. 
First,  that  the  deed  was  a  fraud  on  the  legislature; 
secondly,  that  it  was  a  fraud  on  the  proprietors  of  lands 
on  the  line  jot  the  railway ;  and,  thirdly,  that  it  was 
void  because  it  was  against  law  that  the  plaintiff,  a  peer 
of  parliament,  should  make  a  bargain  which  placed  his 
private  interest  in  conflict  with  his  public  duty. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  decided  that  the  deed 
was  invalid  on  the  first  ground,  and  gave  no  opinion 
upon  the  other  two;  and  indeed  little  reliance  was 
placed  on  them  in  the  course  of  the  argument  in  this 
Court.  And  we  are  of  opinion  that  no  one  of  those  ob- 
jections ought  to  prevail,  and  that  the  judgment  must  be 
reversed. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  deed  in  question  was 
contended  to  be  a  fraud  on  the  legislature  is  this,  — that 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  were  to  be  considered 
as  having  agreed  together  to  represent  to  the  legislature 
the  line  of  road  described  in  the  then  pending  bill  as 
the  line  which  was  to  be  adopted  and  acted  upon, 
whilst,  in  truth,  they  intended  at  the  time  to  apply  for, 
and  adopt,  and  act  on,  another,  if  obtained^  This  is 
the  view  which  Lord  Langdale  inclined  to  think  might 

ultimately 
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1839.        ultimately  be  taken  of  this  transaction  (a).    It  was  also 
r~  argued  that  Lord  Hawden  and  the  proprietors  must  be 

agionst  considered  as  having  agreed  to  represent  the  proposed 
line  of  the  road  as  the  best  for  the  public  interests, 
though  in  reality  they  never  meant  to  carry  it  into  efiect, 
and  had  a  better  in  prospect.  In  either  view  of  the 
case,  the  supposed  fraud  consists  in  an  intention  to  make 
a  false  representation  to  the  legislature,  by  stating  the 
object  of  the  adventurers  to  be  to  carry  one  line  into 
effect,  and  concealing  the  design  of  applying  for  an- 
other. In  both  it  is  essential,  in  order  to  make  the  deed 
a  fraud  on  the  legislature,  that  the  contract  to  apply  for 
a  new  act  should  be  intended  by  both  parties  to  be  kept 
secret  from  it.  For,  if  it  was  to  be  disclosed,  the  idea 
of  an  intended  fraud  upon  parliament  is  obviously  out 
of  the  question.  It  is  not  enough  that  the  existence  of 
such  an  agreement  was,  at  the  time  of  entering  into  it, 
and  afterwards,  in  fact,  kept  secret  from  the  legblature 
and  all  the  world  besides,  by  both  parties.  The  quality 
of  the  agreement,  whether  fraudulent  or  not,  must 
depend  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  it  at  the 
time  of  making  it ;  and,  if  there  did  not  then  exist  the 
intention  of  deceiving  the  legislature,  by  concealing 
from  it,  whilst  the  petitioners  were  asking  for  one  set  of 
powers,  the  purpose  of  asking  afterwards  for  others,  the 
agreement  cannot  be  void,  whatever  imputation  might 
rest  on  the  conduct  of  the  parties  in  making  the  subse- 
quent concealment.  This  point  appears  to  us  to  be 
clear;  and,  on  looking  carefully  at  the  plea,  we  find 
that  there  is  no  averment  of  any  such  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  the  defendants  at  the  time  of 

(a)  S&mpton  t.  Lord  Howden,  1  JKeeH,  5SS. 

the 
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the  making  of  the  agreement,  or  of  any  intention  to  1839. 
make  any  untrue  statement  to  the  legislature.  It  is,  -  ,  ^^^ 
indeed,  alleged  in  the  plea  that  the  agreement  was  agtUnM 
secret,  and  was  kept  secret ;  but  it  is  quite  consistent 
with  every  averment  in  the  plea  that  both  parties  may 
have  been  innocent  of  any  original  fraudulent  under- 
standing that  the  transaction  should  be  kept  secret  at 
the  time  the  deed  was  executed.  As  the  instrument  is 
not,  upon  the  face  of  it,  fraudulent,  as  no  intention  of 
making  any  false  representation,  or  of  concealing  any 
thing,  can  be  collected  from  any  part  of  it,  the  &cts 
which  make  it  fraudulent  ought  to  be  distinctly  all^;ed 
in  the  plea :  and  no  such  facts  are  alleged.  The  subse- 
quent concealment  from  the  legislature  might  indeed 
have  been  used  as  evidence  to  the  jury  of  the  prior 
intent  to  conceal,  if  that  intent  had  been  averred ;  but 
such  subsequent  concealment  would  be  evidence  only, 
and  would  by  no  means  be  conclusive  evidence;  it 
cannot  be  used  to  supply  the  want  of  such  a  distinct 
averment.  It  is  not  necessary,  therefore,  to  decide 
whether  such  an  intention,  if  it  existed,  would  have 
avoided  the  deed,  and,  if  averred  op  the  plea,  would 
have  made  it  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  declaration. 
Now  this  defect  in  the  plea  does  not  appear,  so  far  as 
we  know,  to  have  been  distinctly  brought  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  ;  and  the  judgment 
pronounced  by  that  Court  seems  to  have  proceeded 
upon  an  assumption  of  the  intention  of  both  parties  to 
keep  the  whole  transaction  secret. 

The  same  observation  disposes  altogether  of  the  ob- 
jectipn  to  the  deed  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  fraud  on 
the  landowners.  It  is  suggested  to  be  a  fraud,  either 
on  the  ground  that,  if  the  &ct  of  Lord  Hcnoden  having 

obtained 


Smnotf. 
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18S9.       obtained  apparently  so  large  a  compensation  had  been 
■""■"^        disclosed  to  the  landowners,  it  would  have  induced 

Lord  Howosir 

against  them  to  insist  on  better  terms  for  themselves,  or  on  the 
ground  that,  if  the  intention  not  to  act  upon  the  powers 
given  hj  the  statute  had  been  known  to  them,  they  might 
have  made  a  different  disposition  of  tbeur  lands.  But,  on 
either  view,  the  intention  to  keep  either  one  branch  of 
the  agreement  or  the  other  a  secret  from  the  landholders 
is  essential  to  make  the  deed  fraudulent ;  and  no  such  in- 
tention is  averred*  If  such  intention  had  even  existed, 
there  would  still  be  a  difficulty  in  holding  that  the  deed 
would  be  fraudulent  on  the  ground  that  the  supposed 
goodness  of  the  bargaui  was  intended  to  be  concealed ; 
for  it  would  seem  that  each  landowner  might  lawfuUy 
make  the  best  agreement  he  could  for  himself  with  any 
company  of  prcjectors,  just  in  the  same  manner  as  if  a 
private  individual,  for  any  purpose  of  his  own,  were 
negotiating  to  purchase  the  land  of  the  same  persons. 
There  is  no  common  obligation  on  all  the  different  pro- 
prietors to  place  themselves  on  the  same  footing,  as 
there  is  in  the  case  of  a  general  composition  with  cre- 
ditors, in  which  case  there  is  sometimes  an  express,  and 
generally  an  implied,  agreement  that  all,  or  all  who  are 
not  expressly  excepted,  shall  share  equally  and  derive 
an  equal  benefit  from  the  estate  of  the  insolvent.  It  is 
that  agreement  or  understanding  alone  which  imposes 
an  obligation  on  each  creditor  to  be  in  the  same  situ- 
ation as  another ;  and  there  seems  no  analogy  between 
their  situation  and  that  of  unconnected  landowners. 

The  last  objection  is,  that  the  deed  was  illegal,  as  it 
places  the  private  interest  and  the  public  duty  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  a  peer  of  parliament,  in  opposition  to  each 
other.     We  can  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that,  if 

it 
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it  were  averred  in  the  plea,  and  proved,  that  the  sum  of        18S9* 
5OOO/.9  or  any  part  of  it,  was  really  paid  as  a  con- 
sideration  for  Lord  HawderCs  giving  his  vote  for,  or        o^otiut 
withholding  his  vote  against,  the  bill,  and  that  the  states     ' 
liient  in  the  deed  wais  in  this  respect  a  mere  colour  to 
conceal  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction,  the  deed 
would  have  been  thereby  rendered  corrupt  and  illegal, 
and  consequently  void ;  and  that  no  action  would  lie  for 
any  part  of  the  money.     But  illegality  is  not  to  be  pre^  ' 
sumed ;  it  is  to  be  aHeged  and  proved  when  it  does  not 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  itself.     Though 
Lord  Hamden  was  a  peer,   that  would  not  affect  his 
right  to  make  any  bargain  for  the  sale  of  his  land,  or 
for  a  compensation  for  an  injury  to  it;  if  it  did,  a  peer   * 
or  member  of  parliament  would  be  placed  in  a  worse 
condition  than  any  private  individual.     We  must  pre<- 
sume,  as  there  is  no  averment  to  the  contrary,  that  his 
quality  of  peer  in  no  way  affected  the  bargain  in  ques- 
tion, and  that  he  was  left,  notwithstanding  that  agree- 
ment, to  exercise  his  free  judgment,  and  give  or  with- 
hold his  vote,  according  to  his  conscience,  upon  the 
measure,  when  it  came  before  him  in  his  legislative 
capacity.     In  the  absence  of  any  agreement  or  under- 
standing that  the  vote  should  be  given  in  a  particular 
way,  the  mere  tendency  or  possible  effect  of  such  a 
contract  on  the  vote  of  a  member  of  either  house  cannot 
be  taken  into  consideration.  ^ 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  none  of  the  ob- 
jections urged  by  the  defendants  in  error  can  prevail ; 
that  the  pleas  of  the  defendants  cannot  be  supported  in 
law ;  ajld  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  must 
be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


82«  [CASE  IN  TRINITY  TERM.] 

1839. 


John  Joseph  Stockdale  against  James  Han- 
SARD,  Luke  Graves  Hansard,  Luke  James 
Hansard,  and  Luke  Henry  Hansard. 

Judgment  was  given  in  this  case  in  the  last  Trinify 
term,  May  Slst. 

The  case  is  reported,  9  A.  4i'  EA. 

See  Stockdale  v.  Hansard^  post,  vol.  1 1.  HiL  T.  1840 : 
and  the  Case  of  Tke  Sheriff'  of  Middlesex^  same  vol.  and 
term;  and  stat.  S  &  4  Vict.  c.  9. 
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Assumpsit  on  a  wager  that  a  rail- 
road would  be  complied  for  the  ge- 
neral  conveyance  of  passengers  to  A. 
and  B.  within  six  years.  Averment, 
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within  six  years.  Plea,  traverung  the 
averment. 
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In  1855  B.  granted  a  life  annuity  of 
180/.  to  E.t  secured  by  a  warrant  of 
attorney,  on  which  judgment  was  en- 
tered up,  by  an  assignment  of  -a  pen- 
sion, and  by  a  power  of  attorney  to 
receive  it  in  payment  of  the  annuity. 
A  memorial  of  this  grant  was  duly  en- 
rolled. In  1837  the  parties,  at  the 
request  of  B,,  executed  an  indenture, 
whereby  E.  covenanted  to  accept  an 
annuity  of  150/.  in  lieu  and  satisfaction 
of  the  former  one  of  180/.,  and  J9.  co- 
venanted not  to  redeem  it  for  a  certain 
period;  and  it  was  declared  that  the 
annuity  deed  of  1835  and  all  collateral 
securities  should  be  securities  for  the 
payment  of  the  reduced  annuity. 

Held,  that  the  latter  annuity  was 
void,  under  stat  53  G.  5.  c.  141.  *.  2., 
for  want  of  enrolment ;  and  the  Court, 
upon  motion,  set  aside,  not  only  the 
annuity  deed  of  )837,  but  also  that  of 
1835,  together  with  the  warrant  of 
attorney  and  judgment  thereon,  and 
the  power  of  attorney  to  receive  the 
pension. 

Held  also,  that  the  Court  bad  no 
power  to  impose  terms  on-B.  EarUr. 
Browne,  412. 

APPEAL. 


APPEAL,  I.-*m. 


ARBITRATION,  V.».-Xn.  S98 


APPEAL. 

Jurisdiction  of  sessions,  711. 
VI.  1 . 


Poor, 


IL  What  is  a  hearing  and  determining, 
179.    Statute,  XXXTV.  4. 

IlL  See  also  Compensatum.  I.      Poor. 
Statute,  XXXIV. 


APPLICATION. 
In  bastardy,  423.    Poor,  XVI. 

APPRAISEMENT. 
On  distress  for  rent,  640.   Distress,  II. 

ARBITRATION. 

I.  Power  to  direct  what  shall  be  done. 
On  submission  of  a  cause  and  all 

^  matters  in  difference  between  lessor 
and  lessee,  the  costs  to  abide  the  event, 
an  award  that  certain  fixtures  have 
been  wrongfully  removed  hf  lessor,  to 
the  value  of  1 1/.,  and  that  lessee  shall 
set  up  others  in  their  place,  to  be  left 
for  lessor  at  the  end  of  his  term,  and 
that  lessor  shall  pay  lessee  1 1/.  on  a 
specified  day,  is  bad  for  want  of  autho- 
rity, though  the  removal  of  such  fix- 
tures was,  in  fact,  a  matter  in  differ- 
ence on  the  arbitration. 

Held,  also,  that  such  award  was  un- 
certain, in  not  specifying  the  value, 
quality,  or  description  of  fixtures  to  be 

«  set  up  by  the  lessee,  and  might  be  set 
aside  by  the  lessor. 

An  untrue  recital  in  an  award,  of  an 
extension  of  the  arbitrator's  power  by 
agreement  of  the  parties,  will  not  cure 
an  excess  where  the  truth  appears 
upon  affidavit.      Pricey.  Popkin^  139. 

IL  Publication. 
Delivery    of  cotemporaneous   paper, 
197.     Ejectment^  11. 

III.  Recitals :  when  they  do  not  cure  de- 
fects, 139.    Ant^,  I. 

IV.  Certainty,  139.    Ante,  I. 

V.  Repugnancy. 

1.  Apparent,  effect  as  to  posten,  197. 

Ejectment,  IL 
S.  Findings  on  different  pleas.^ 

Assumpsit  on  a  retainer  to  project 


certain  works,  and  to  examine  certain 
bills  with  care,*skill,  and  diligence. 
Pleas,  1.  Non  assumpsit;  S.  No  re- 
tainer; 3.  That  defendant  did  use 
care,  &c.  in  projecting  the  works ;  4. 
That  he  did  use  care,  &c.  in  examin- 
ing the  bills.  The  cause  and  all  matters 
in  difference  were  referred  by  order  of 
Nisi  Prius;  costs  of  the  cause  to  abide 
the  event.  The  award  found  for  de- 
fendant on  the  1st,  2d,  and  4th  issues, 
and  for  plaintiff  on  the  Sd. 

Held,  that  the  award  was  good,  and 
not  repugnant ;  for  that  the  finding  on 
the  3d  and  4  th  issues  must  be  regarded 
as  hypothetical,  and  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  the  costs  of  them; 
and  that  it  could  not  be  inferred,  from 
such  finding,  that  there  was  matter  in 
difference  m  respect  of  work  done, 
other  than  the  work  included  in  the 
action.  Beaufort  (Duke)  v.  Weieh, 
527. 

VI.  Finality. 

Other  matters  in  difference  when  not 
inferred,  527.    Ant^,  V.  2. 

VII.  Bad  in  part,  when  bad  for  the  whole, 
139..   Anti,L 

VIII.  Rule  to  set  aside. 

What  may  be  shewn  by  affidavit,  139 
Ant^,  I. 

IX.  Authority  to  enter  a  verdict. 

1.  Where  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  is 
taken  by  consent  at  Nisi  Frius,  sub- 
ject to  a  certificate,  the  referee  may 
certify  that  a  verdict  shall  be  en- 
tered for  the  defendant,  although  no 
express  authority  to  enter  a  verdict 
be  given;  and  the  certificate  may 
be  given  after  the  assizes  are  over. 
Tomes  ▼.  Hawkes,  32.  See  also  159. 
Ante^  I. 

2.  Award  of  general  verdict,  197. 
Ejectment,  II. 

X.  Certificate. 

1.  Effect  of  verdict  subject  to,  52. 
Ante,  IX.  1. 

2.  When  given,  32.    Ante,  IX.  1. 

XI.  Effect  of  award  in  evidence  inter 
alios,  151.    Evidence^  IX.  1. 

XII.  Postea,  when  not  amendable,  197. 
Ejectment,  II. 
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ARGU. 


W«    ARGUMENTATIVENESS. 


ARTICI-ES  OF  THE  PEACE. 


ARGUMENTATIVENESS. 
Pleading,  VI. 

ARREST. 

I.  Oa  mesne  process. 

1.  Fees  for  detainer    till   bail,  494. 
Bamff,  II.  5. 

2.  Duty  of  sherifT,  719.    Sheriff.lX.^. 

II.  In  execution. 

1.  See  2S5.  570.    Scire  Pacias. 

2.  Attachment  for  costs,  761.    Eject' 
meni,  V.  1. 

III.  Other  kinds  of  arrest. 

1.  Summary,  582.    JSona  I^ldes,  I. 

2.  Under  contumace  capiendo,  576. 
Coniumacy, 

IV.  Purpose  and  manner. 

1.  To  fix  marshal  with  escape,  516. 
Escape,  I.  3. 

2.  Without  warrant,  570.    Pott,  V.  1 . 

3.  Collusive,  570.    Pott^  V.  1. 

4.  niegal,  582.    Bona  Fidet,  I. 

5.  What  amounts  to  duress. 

To  a  penal  action  on  32  G.  2.  c,  28. 
M.  1.  12.  against  the  sherifffor  carrying  a 
party  arrested  by  him  to  a  tavern,  with- 
out his  free  and  voluntary  consent,  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  he  did  not  carr^ 
the  plaintiff  to  a  tavern  without  his 
free  and  voluntary  consent,  modo  et 
form4  .  Held,  on  issue  joined  thereon, 
that  as  the  plea  admitted  an  arrest  by 
the  defendant,  and  as  the  evidence 
shewed  the  arrest  to  have  been  made 
by  the  same  officer  who  carried  the 
plaintiff  to  the  tavern,  there  was  no 
necessity  for  further  connecting  de- 
fendant with  the  act  of  the  officer  by 
proof  of  the  warrant.  Quaere,  whether 
the  plea  operated  as  a  denial  both  of 
the  carrying  to  the  tavern,  and  of  the 
consent ;  or  only  of  the  consent  ? 

While  the  officer  was  illegally  car- 
i^ing  the  party  to  gaol  within  twenty- 
four  hours  after  arrest,  the  prisoner,  to 
avoid  being  taken  to  gaol,  consented 
to  go  to  a  tavern,  and  there  draw  up 
an  agreement  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
discharged :  Held,  that  a  consent  so 
obtained  was  not  free  and  voluntary 
within  the  statute,  and  that  the  plea 


was  properly  negatived  by  tbejuiy. 
Bar^m  v.  Bullock,  23. 

V.  Effect. 

1.  Distinction  between  legal 'and  il- 
legal. 

When  a  party  is  arrested  in  one 
action,  he  is  in  custody  of  the  Bheriif 
in  all  actions  in  which  writs  have  been 
delivered  to  the  sheriff 

But,  if  the  first  arrest  be  illegal,  the 
parly  candot  be  detmned  under  other 
writs  without  a  fresh  arrest. 

Such  fresh  arrest  is  not  prevented 
by  the  custody  under  the  former  illegal 
arrest,  if  there  be  no  collusion. 

But  if  a  sheriff's  officer,  having  si^ 
rested  without  a  warrant,  procure,  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  arrest  good, 
his  own  name  to  be  inserted  in  a  war- 
rant properly  issued  in  an  action  to 
another  officer,  an  arrest  or  detainer 
in  this  action  will  not  warrant  a  de- 
tainer under  a  ca.  sa.  in  another 
suit,  which  had  been  delivered  to  the 
sheriff  before  the  first  arrest,  and  no 
warrant  issued  on  it:  nor  can  the 
sheriff's  officer  resort  to  such  last-men- 
tioned writ  to  support  the  original 
arrest;  but  the  Court  will  discbarge 
the  party  as  to  the  prior  suit.  And 
this,  though  affidavit  be  made  negatiy- 
ing  collusion  between  the  plaintiff  in 
the  prior  suit  and  the  sheriff  or  his 
officer. 

Qtuere^  whether  a  defendant,  since 
stat.3&4  }V,4,  C.67.  f.2.,  can  be  ar- 
rested on  a  judgment  and  ca.  sa.,  both 
more  than  a  year  old,  and  the  ca.  sa. 
having  issued  within  a  year  of  the, 
judgment,  without  a  scire  facias.  CW- 
lins  V.  Yewens,  570. 

2.  Without  warrant,  when  it  does  not 
support  a  detfuner  with  warrant,  570. 
Ante,  1. 

VI.  Remedies. 

1.  For  misconduct  of  officer,  23.  Ante, 
IV.  4. 

2.  Notice  of  action,  582.   Bona  Ftdetj 

Vir.  Pleading  and  evidence,  23.    Ante, 
IV.  4.  719.    Shenf,  IX.  2. 


ARTICLES  OF  THE  PEACE, 
p.  47.    ^aroit  and  Feme,'UL 

ASSAULT 


ASSAULT,  1.  II. 


BAIL,  L—III. 
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ASSAULT. 

I.  In  effecting  a  seizure,  117.    Ctuioms. 
IIL 

II.  Certificate  of  dismissal. 

Trespass  for  assault  and  battery : 
Plea,  that  plaintiff*  had  complained  of 
the  same  trespasses  to  two  justices, 
according  to  the  stat  9G.4.  c.31. 
«.27.,  who  had  dismissed  the  complaint, 
and  thereupon  did, "  according  to  the 
said  statute,  forthwith  make  out  a 
certificate,"  **  stating  the  &ct  of  such 
dismissal,"  and  delivered  it  to  defend* 
ant,  whereby  defendant  was  released, 
&c. 

Held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the 
plea  was.  bad  for  not  shewing  that  the 
complaint  had  been  dismissed  upon 
one  of  the  grounds  specified  in  sect.  27.; 
and,  temble,  the  certificate  itself  ought 
to  shew  the  ground  of  dismissal.  Skute 
▼.  Davis,  635, 

'  ASSENT. 
Acquiescence,    Consent, 

ASSIGNEE. 
SanknqfL    Insolvent, 

ASSUMPSIT. 

I.  Consideration.    Consideration, 

II.  In  particular  cases. 

On  promise  to  see  to  the  payment  of 
certain  bills  of  JL.,  in  consideration 
of  plaintiff*  giving  up  to  defendant  a 
guarantee,  509.     Guarantee,  I.  3. 

IIL  For  goods  sold  and  delivered. 
On  cross  contract  subject  to  periodical 
accounts,  519.     Vendor,  III.  1. 

IV.  For  work  and  labour. 

In  exhibiting  articles  of  peace  against 
defendant,  47.  Baron  and  Feme,  IIL 

V.  For  money  had  and  received. 
When  not  to  recdve  the  amount  of 

fraudulent  consideration  after  volun- 
tary payment,  82.    Composition. 

VL  For  money  paid. 

1.  For  differences  and  commission  on 
sales  to  make  up  loss,  27.  Broker, 
L  1. 


2.  Plea  amounting  to  General  Issue, 

645.    Plea,  ILU. 
VII.  On  an  account  stated. 

Evidence  of  agreement  to  pay,  98. 

Bills,!. 

ATTACHMENT, 
For  costs,  761.    Ejectment^  V.  1. 

ATTORNEY. 

I.  Who  is :  prochein  amy,  117.  Customs, 
IIL 

II.  Retainer. 

By  wife  agmnst  husband,  47.     Baron 
and  Feme^  III. 

III.  When    restrained    from    acting   at 
quarter  sessions,  76.    Penalties, 

ATTORNMENT. 

Under  mistake,  204.  Landlord  and  Tenant, 
L 

AUDITOR. 
Of  poor-law  union,  132.    Poor,  IIL 

AUTHORITY. 
I.  Nature  and  object. 

1.  Implied,  27.    Broker,  1. 1. 

2.  By  relation,  210.    Distreu,  I. 

3.  To  pay  rates,  66.  Statute,  XXXIV. 
1. 

IL  Evidence,  1 13.    Partner,  11. 

III.  See,  also,  32.     Arbitration,  IX.  1. 
47.    Baron  and  Feme,ILL 

AVOIDANCE. 
Office,  IV. 

AWARD. 
Arbitration, 

BAIL. 

I.  Promise  to  indemnify,  453.     Statute, 
VI.  3. 

II.  Sureties  under  I  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  «.8., 
193.     Surettf, 

IIL  Fees,  494     Bailiff,  U.  3. 

3  I  3  BAILIFF. 
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BAILIFF,: 

I.  Ratification  by  executor^  210.     JDt<- 
trest^  I. 

II.  Bound  bailiff. 

1.  Misconduct  oi^  25.    Arrest,  Pf.  4, 

2.  Collusive  detainer  on  arrest  without 
warrant,  570.    Arrest,  V.  1. 

5.  Extortion  by  special. 

Before  stat.  7  W.  4.  &  I  Fie/,  c.  55., 
the  sheriff  was  not  entitled  to  take  from 
a  party  arrested  a  larger  fee  for  de- 
taining him  till  bail  given,  than  the  4d, 
allowed  by  stat.  23  H.  6.  c.  9. 

And  a  sheriff's  officer,  taking  more, 
was  liable  to  the  penalty  under  stat. 
32  G.2.  C.28.  *-%l.  12.,  though  ap- 
pointed, by  the  pl^ntiff  in  the  original 
cause,  a  special  bailiff  for  making  the 
arrest.    Plemn  v.  Prince,  494. 

in.  Of  liberty. 

1.  What  is  a  mandate. 

In  an  action  against  the  bailiff ofthe 
liberty  of  P.  in  the  county  of  Y,  for 
the  escape  of  a  prisoner  in  execution, 
the  declaration  alleged  a  mandate  by 
'  the  sheriff  of  T.  to  the  defendant "  as 
chief  bailiff  of  the  liberty  of  P.  or  his 
deputy,"  to  take  W.  T^  if  found  in  his 
liberty,  &C.  The  instrument  produced 
in  proof  of  the  averment  was  in  the 
form  of  <a  common  sheriff's  warrant, 
and  was  addressed  by  the  sheriff  to  the 
keeper  of  the  county  gaol,  "  the  chief 
bailiff  of  P,  his  deputies  and  J.  D.  my 
h€aliffs^\  and  commanded  them,  jointly 
and  severally,  to  take  W.  T,  if  found 
"  in  mv  baiiiunck^''  &c,  "  that  I  may 
have  the  bodies,"  &c.  The  deputy  of 
the  defendant  thereupon  arrested  and 
conveyed  W.  T,  to  the  county  gaol  out 
of  the  liberty. 

Held,  that  the  averment  was  not 
proved ;  for  that  the  precept  was  not  a 
mandate  to  defendant  as  bailiff  of  a 
liberty,  but  a  warrant  to  him  as  sheriff's 
bailiff,  and  acted  upon  as  such ;  though 
it  was  shewn  that  defendant,  when 
ruled  by  plaintiff  to  return  *'  the  man- 
date," had  obtdned  time  to  do  so,  and 
had  not  then  set  it  up  as  a  common 
warrant. 

Per  Patteson  J.  A  bailiff  of  a  liberty, 
when  addressed  in  the  mandate  as  the 
sheriff's  bailiff,  may  waive  his  franchise 
and  act  upon  it  in  the  latter  character. 


In  such  an  action  the  plaintiff  is  not 
estopped  by  the  sheriff's  return  of  cepi 
corpus  to  the  writ  ,of  ca.  sa.  Jackson 
V.  ml,  477. 

2.  Waiver  by,  477.    Anti,  1. 

3.  Estoppel  by  conduct,  477.   Anle,  1. 

BANK  OF  ENGLAND. 
LiA>ility  of,  437.    Stook, 

BANKRUFr. 

I.  Petitioning  creditor. 

Denosittons  used  by  him,  when  evi. 
aence  against  him,  464.     Post,  V. 

II.  Act  of  bankruptcy,  evidence  of,  464. 
Post,V, 

III.  Bankrupt. 

Evidence  of  his  thereby  ceasing  to  be 
director  of  a  company,  113.  Part'^ 
ner,ll, 

IV.  Reputed  ownership,  90.     Estoppel, 
L  2. 

V.  Actions,  &c.  by  assignees. 
Amendment   by    joining    official    as- 
signee, 169.    Scire  Facias,U, 

VI.  Evidence. 

Depositions. 

Where  a  petitioning  creditor,  having 
ascertained  that  an  agent  in  his  service 
could  prove  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
sent  him  for  that  purpose  to  be  ex- 
amined on  the  opening  of  the  fiat. 
Held,  that  the  deposition  then  made 
was  evidence  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
as  against  such  creditor  in  an  action 
•  against  him  by  the  assignees,  in  which 
the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  put  in  issue. 
Gardner  v.  Moult,  464. 

BARON  AND  FEME. 

I.  Feme. 

1.  Incompetency,  619.   JEvidence,lL3. 

2.  Removability  of  her  children,  417. 
Poor,  IX.  2. 

5.  Authority  to  employ  "^an  attorney. 
47.     Pof/,Iir. 

II.  Articles  ofthe  peace,  47.    Post,  III. 

III.  Separate  maintenance :  for  what  hus- 
band continues  liable. 

If 
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If  a  husband  liviog  separate  from  his 
wife,  and  allowing  her  a  maintenance, 
uaes^  such  violence  towards  her  that 
she  is  obli^  to  exhibit  articles  of  the 
peace  agamst  him,  she  may  employ  an 
attorney  fbr  that  purpose  at  nis  ex- 
pense. 

And  if  such  attorney  sues  the  hus- 
band for  his  costs,  the  Court  will  not 
enquire  whether  or  not  the  wife  could 
have  paid  them  out  of  the  main- 
tenance, without  resorting  to  the  hus- 
band.    Turner  v.  Rooks,  47. 

BASTARD. 
Filiation,  425.    Poor,  XVI. 

BAWDY  HOUSE, 
p.  188.     Notice^  II.  2. 

BEER. 
Acts  regulating  sale,  1 1 .    ConvictioH, 

BELIEF. 
Bona  fide,  582.    Bona  Fides,  L 

BILL  OF  EXCEPTIONS. 

To  opinion  of  judge  as  to  assessment  of 
reasonable  fine,  245.  n.  Copyhold, 
III.  2. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PRO- 
MISSORY NOTES. 

I.  What  is  one,  and  what  is  not. 

Promise  in  writing  as  follows :  — 

"  I  agree  to  pay  D.  6951,  at  four  in- 
stalments, viz.  the  first  on,"  &c.  "  being 
200/.;"  and  so  on,  specifying  three 
others,  the  four  amounting  to  600/.; 
"  the  remainder  95/.  to  go  as  a  set-off 
•  for  an  order  of  R.  to  T,,  and  the  re- 
mainder of  his  debt  owing  from  i>.  to 
him." 

Held,  not  a  promissory  note,  for 
such  note  must  be  entire,  and  this  in- 
strument contained  a  promise  to  pay, 
joined  with  an  agreement  for  some- 
thing else.    But 

Held  good  evidence  of  an  agreement 
to  pay,  in  consideration  of  being  found 
indebted  on  a  statement  of  account, 
though  no  consideration  was  expressly 


stated  on  the  instrument  itself.  Danies 
V.  Wiikinson,  98. 

II.  Accommodation. 

What  is  an  acceptance  for  plaintiff's. 

Plaintiff  having  promised  to  indem- 
nify G.  a^nst  Uie  consequence  of  a 
bau-bond  into  which  G,  had  entered 
at  plaintiff's  request,  and  G,  being 
forced  to  make  a  payment  in  conse- 
quence, it  was  agreed  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant  that  plaintiff  should  ob- 
tain the  mone^  by  discounting  a  bill 
drawn  by  plaintiff  and  accepted  by 
defendant. 

Phiintiff  sued  defendant  on  the  bill ; 
and  defendant  pleaded  that  it  was  ac- 
cepted for  plaintiff's  accommodation. 

Held,  that  a  jury  might  find  for  de- 
fendant on  this  issue,  although  plaintiff 
was  not  liable  on  his  promise  to  in- 
demnify, it  not  being  in  writing.  Cress- 
well  V.  Wood,  460. 

III.  Consideration. 

1.  Usurious,    when    protected,    675. 
Usury, 

2.  Valuable,  784.    Post,  VIII.  6. 

IV.  Indorsement:  fraudulent,  106.  784. 
Po*/,Vin.6.    IX.  2. 

V.  Payment :  re-delivery. 

The  maker  of  a  note,  not  negotiable, 
cannot  refuse  to  pay  the  amount  when 
due,  on  the  grouifd  that  the  payee  has 
not  got  it  in  his  possession  or  power, 
and  cannot  produce  it  for  the  purpose 
of  delivering  it  up  to  the  maker  on 
payment.     Wain  v.  Bailey,  616. 

VI.  Nodce  of  dishonour. 

1.  What  sufficient. 

DS  acceptance  for  200/.,  drawn  and 
indorsed  by  you,  due  31st  July,  has 
been  presented  for  payment  and  re- 
turned, and  now  remains  unpaid,"  is  u 
sufficient  notice  of  dishonour.  Cooke 
V.  French,  151.  n. 

2.  What  insufficient. 

Messrs.  A',  and  Co.  inform  Mr.  P. 
that  Mr.  j?.'s  acceptance,  87/.  $s,  is  not 
paid.  As  indorser,  Mr.  P.  is  called 
upon  to  pay  the  money,  which  will 
be  expected  immediately.  December 
1856. 

Held,  not  sufficient  notice  to  P.  of 
dishonour  of  a  bill  accepted  by  B,, 
payable  December  U4.  Strange v.  Price, 
125. 

I  4  VIL  in- 
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VIL  Interest, 

A  promissory  note  in  this  form,  « I 
promise  for  myself  and  executors  to 
pay  F.  H,  or  her  executors,  one  year 
after  my  death,  300/.  with  legal  in- 
terest,"  bears  interest  from  the  date  of 
the  note.    Boffn^  v.  Greenwell,  222. 

VIIL  Pleading. 

1.  What  plea  by  acceptor  not  a  nul 
lity,  17.  19.     P/ffa,L  1,2. 

2.  Plea  of  verdict  and  judgment  for 
defendant  in  former  action,  595 
Pleading,  XVIII. 

9.  Plea  of  gaming  consideration,  59  n. 
Past,  IX.  6. 

4.  Non-production,  when  a  bad  plea, 
616.     Anti,Y. 

5.  That  indorsee  is  not  a  bona  fide 
holder. 

To  assumpsit  on  a  bill  of  exchange, 
drawn  by  defendant,  indorsed  by  him 
to  H.,  and  by  H.  to  plaintiff,  defend- 
ant pleaded  that  he  indorsed  in. blank, 
and  never  delivered  the  bill  to  H^ 
but  delivered  it  to  L^  who,  till  H. 
became  possessed,  held  it  for  the  sole 
use  of  defendant,  and  for  the  specific 
purpose  that  he,  JD.,  should  get  it  dis- 
counted for,  and  pay  the  proceeds  to, 
defendant;  that  L^  fraudulently  and 
covinously,  in  violation  of  good  faith, 
and  contrary  to  the  said  purpose,  deli- 
vered the  bill  to  H.,  and  H.  took  it, 
without  discounting  for  defendant, 
contrary  to  the  said  purpose,  and  in 
breach  and  violation  thereof,  towit  for 
the  purpose  and  under  colour  and  pre- 
tence of  securing  an  alleged  debt  from 
i.  to  H. ;  that  //.  was  not  a  bona  fide 
holder  for  value  or  consideration,  and 
that^  plaintiff  was  not  at  any  time  a 
bona  fide  holder  for  value  or  consider- 
ation; and  that  defendant  never  had 
received  consideration  or  value  from 
L.,  or  H,,or  plaintiff,  or  any  other,  for 
the  indorsing  or  payment  of  the  bill. 
Replication  de  injuria.  ' 

Held  that,  on  this  issue,  the  question 
as  to  plaintiff  was,  whether  he  gave 
any  value  for  the  bill ;  and  that,  if  he 
did,  he  was  entitled  to  the  verdict, 
though  the  circumstances  of  the  fraud 
alleged  might  in  other  respects  be  true, 
and  the  nlaintiff  privy  to  them,  for 
that  the  denial  of  his  being  a  bona  fide 
holder  for  value,  as  here  worded,  did 


not  raise  the  question  of  his  privity  to 
the  fraud.     UtAer  v.  Ridk.  784. 

6.  Fraud  how  raised,  784.  Ante,  5. 

7.  De  injuria  to  plea  of  payment  con- 
taining surplusage.  593.  Pleading, 
XVIII. 

IX.  Evidence. 

1.  Competency  of  drawer  of  accom- 
modation bill,  606.     WUnett,  1. 2. 

2.  Declarations  of  former  holder. 
Assumpsit  by  indorsee  of  a  note 

against  maker.  Plea,  that  the  note 
was  made  without  consideration,  and 
indorsed  and  delivered  to  W,  for  the 
purpose  only  of  its  being  discounted; 
that  W,,  in  fraud  of  defendant,  and 
without  his  consent,  indorsed  the  same 
and  delivered  it  to  plaintiff^  who  gave 
no  consideration,  and  knew  of  the  want 
of  authority.  Replication,  de  injuria. 
Held,  that  evidence  of  declarations 
made  by  W.  was  not  admissible  to 
prove  the  fraud,  W,  being  alive  and 
not  called,  and  no  proof  having  been 
previously  given  of  any  connexion  be- 
tween W.  and  the  plaintiff,  or  that  the 
plaintiff  took  the  bill  under  circum- 
stances establishing  a  privity  in  point  of 
law  between  him  and  W.  PhMUpsn. 
Cole,  106. 

3.  Presumption  that  note  was  given 
for  value,  222.    Ant^,\\L 

4.  Notice  to  produce,  597  n.  Post,  6. 

5.  Identity  when  admitted,  593.  Pleod^ 
ing,  XVIIL 

6.  Production  when  unnecessary! 

To  a  declaration  in  assumpsit  on  a 
cheque,  defendant  pleaded  that  it  was 
given  for  money  won  at  an  unlawful 
game  at  dice.  Issue  thereon.  The 
defendant  did  not  give  notice  to  pro- 
duce the  cheque.  Held,  that,  on  this 
issue,  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to 
produce  the  cheque,  either  as  part  of 
his  own  case,  or,  when  called  upon  to 
do  so  at  the  trial,  as  part  of  the  de- 
fendant's evidence.  Bead  v.  Gamble, 
597  n. 

See  also  593.    PleaiUng,X\Ul 

7.  Verdict,  &c.  in  former  action,  S93, 
Pleading,  XVIIL 

BONA  FIDES. 
I.  Entitling  a  party  to  notice  of  action. 

Where   a   statutory   protection  is 

.  given 
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given  to  persons  having  acted  in  pur- 
suance of  the  statute,  a  party  is  not 
entitled  to  the  protection  merely  be- 
cause he  believed,  bona  fide,  that  he 
was  so  acting.  There  muit  be  reason- 
able ground  for  the  belief. 

If  the  party  acted  under  a  reason- 
able, though  mistaken,  persuasion,  from 
appearances,  that  the  facts  were  such 
as  made  his  proceeding  justifiable  by 
the  statute,  he  is  entitled  to  protection, 
though  the  real  facts  were  such  that 
the  statute  clearly  affords  no  justifi- 
cation. 

Thus,  if,  by  the  assumed  authority  of 
Stat.  7  &  8  6.  4.  c.  30.  t.  28.,  which 
gives  power  to  arrest  persons  found 
commiiHng  certain  offences,  a  party  has 
arrested  another  as  being  so  found, 
under  circumstances  which  afibrded 
reason  for  thinking  that  he  was,  at  the 
time,  committing  such  offence,  though 
in  reality  he  was  not,  and  an  action  is 
brought  for  the  arrest,  the  defendant  b 
entitled  to  notice  of  action  under 
sect.  41.  Conn  v.  CRpperton,  582. 

See  also  188.    ifoticc, 

11.  Denial  by  plea,  784.    BHit^  VIII.  5. 

BOND, 
p.  193.     Surety.     21.  Plea^  L  3. 

BOOK. 
Letterbook,  598.    Letters* 

BOROUGH. 
Municipai  CorporaHofu, 

BOUNDARY. 

p.  151.     Evidence^  IX.  1.      711.  Poor, 
VI.  1. 


BROKER. 

I.  1.  Implied  authority. 

A  person  employing  a  broker  to  sell 
shares,  directed  him,  by  mistake,  to  sell 
250  shares,  meaning  50.  The  broker 
contracted  with  another  broker'  on  the 
Stock  Exchange  for  the  sale.  The 
shareholder,  on  the  next  day,  informed 
his  broker  of  the  mistake,  and  asked  if 
the  bargain  could  not  be  made  void ; 


the  broker  answered  "No;**  and  the 
shareholder  then  said  he  must  leave 
the  matter  in  his  hands  to  do  the  best 
he  could.  By  the  rules  of  the  Stock 
Exchan^,  broke/s,  on  sales  of  this 
descripuon,  do  not  name  any  principal, 
and  it  the  vendor  is  not  prepared  to 
complete  his  contract,  the  purchaser 
buys  the  requisite  number  of  shares, 
and  the  vendor  is  bound  to  make  up  the 
loss,  if  any,  resulting  from  a  difference 
^  in  prices.  The  broker  paid  such  differ- 
ence, being  unable  to  complete  his 
contract,  and  the  purchaser  havine 
made  good  the  shares  at  a  loss.  Held, 
that  for  the  difference  so  advanced, 
the  shareholder  was  liable  to  the 
broker  in  assumpsit  for  money  paid. 

Per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  and  Little- 
dale  J.  A  person  who  employs  a  . 
broker  on  tne  Stock  Exchange,  im- 
pliedly gives  him  authority  to  act  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  there  esta- 
blished, though  such  principal  may 
himself  be  ignorant  of  tne  rules.  StU- 
ton  V.  Taiham,  27. 

2.   Payments     recoverable    by,    27. 
Ante,  1. 

II.  On  distress  for  rent«  640.    Distreu, 
II. 

BROTHEL. 
How  far  a  nuisance,  188.   Notice, 

BURGESS  ROLL. 
Munictpal  Corporation,  III. 

CAPIAS  AD  SATISFACIENDUM. 

p.  570.     Arrest,  V.  1.     225.  Scire  Fa^ 
das,  I. 

CASE. 

I.  Against  bank  for  refusing  to  transfer, 

&c.  437.    Stock, 
IL  Special,  706.    Poor,  VII.  2.] 

CERTAINTY. 

Arbitration,  I.    Mandamus,  V.  2.    Plead' 
tug,  IX. 

CER- 
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COMPENSATION,  L  i-s. 


CERTIFICATE. 

I.  See  52.     Arbitration^  IX.  1.    635. 
Assault,  IT.    St6. ^Contumacy, 

II.  Detainer  by  agent,  642.    Plea,  II.  2. 

CERTIORARI. 

I.  When  given  retrospectiyely,  281.  Sta- 
^te.XXXVI. 

II.  To  remove  orders  of  town  council, 
281.    Stakae.liXXSL 

CHAIRMAN. 
Casting  vote,  706.    Poor^  VII.  2. 

CHANCERY. 
When  proper  resort,  272.  5to/tito,XXII. 


CHARGEABILITY. 

"^f.2.                  ' 

p.  679.    Poor,  XI  I. 

COLOUR. 

CHEQUE. 

Bona  Fides.    Pleading,  VIL 

BiUt. 

CHIEF  CONSTABLE. 
Ctmitable, 

COMMISSION. 

p.  27.     Broker,!,  1. 

CHILD, 
p.  417.     /*oor,  IX.  2. 

COMMISSIONERS. 
Customs,    Poor.    Sewers, 

CHURCH-RATE. 

COMMON  CLERK. 

Where  an  act  of  parliament  au- 
thorised and  required  a  select  vestry, 
from  time  to  time,  as  often  as  occasion 
required,  to  make  rates  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor,  and  the  repair  of  churches 
and  highways  in  the  parish :  Held,  that 
they  were  not  compellable  to  make  a 
church-rate  where  the  churchwardens 
refused  to  state  the  necessary  amount, 
or  to  furnish  any  estimate  of  it,  or  to 
give  to  the  vestry  any  information 
whereby  they  might  ascertain  it.  jf?e- 
gina  V.  St,  Margaret,  Leicester,  730. 

CHURCHWARDENS 
See  Church-rate, 


CLERK. 

p.  76.    Penalties,     Municipal  Corpora^ 
Hon, 


CODICIL. 

wm, 

COGNIZANCE. 
Replevin^  I. 

COLLECTOR, 
p.  646.     Wredc, 

COLLUSION, 
p.  570.     Arrest,  V.  1.      90.  Estoppel, 


Compensation,  179.   Statuie,XXXl\.  4. 

COMPANY. 
Partner.    Railway. 

.      COMPENSATION. 
I.  Under  Municipal  Reform  Act. 

1.  Effect  of  partial  re-election,  179. 
Statute,  XXXIV.  4. 

2.  Effect  of  temporary  re-election,  386. 
Statute,XKKlV,3. 

5.  Proper  remedy,  374.  386.     Statute, 
XXXIV.  5.  5. 

4.  Lords 


COMPENSATION,  1/4.— II.  j- 


CONSIDERATION,  1. 1,  2.    833 


4.  Lords  of  Treasury,  179.  374.  J86. 
Statvte,  XXXIV.  9,  4,  5. 

II.  Under  acts  for  public  works. 

1.  Claim  of  tenant  from  year  to  year. 

The  London  and  Southampton  Rail- 
way Act  (4  &  5  FT.  4.  c.  Ixxzviii.)  pro- 
vides that  all  tenants  from  year  to  year 
shall  deliyer  up  possession  to  the  com- 
pany at  the  expiration  of  six  calendar 
months  next  after  notice,  whether  such 
notice  be  given  with  reference  to  the 
commencement  of  the  tenancy  or  not, 
and  whether  before  or  after  the  pur- 
chase of  the  lands  by  the  company,  or 
at  such  time  after  the  expiration  of  the 
notice  as  they  shall  be  required ;  and 
that  where  any  such  tenant  shall  be 
required  to  give  up  possession  before 
the  expiration  of  his  term  or  interest, 
the  company  shall  make  compensation 
for  the  value  of  his  unexpired  term  or 
interest.  On  lOth  January  the  com- 
pany gave  six  months'  notice  under  the 
act  to  a  tenant  from  year  to  year, 
whose  holding  began  at  Chrittmas: 
after  the  expiration  of  the  nodce,  the 
tenant,  who  had  refused  to  ouit  with- 
out compensation,  was  tola  by  the 
company  that  possessipn  would  not  be 
reauired  till  Chrittmas:  the  company 
did  not  take  a  conveyance  of  the  re- 
version till  25th  August. 

Held,  that  the  tenant,  who  volun- 
tarily continued  to  occupy  as  usual  till 
Christmas,  was  in  the  same  situation  as 
if  a  regular  landlord's  notice  had  been 
originally  given  to  him,  and  was  there- 
fore not  entitled  to  compensation. 
Bcgina  v.  London  and  Southampton 
.   Railway  Company,  5. 

'    2.  Effect  of  notice  to  quit,  J.    Ante,  1. 

5.  Payment  of,  when  not  equivalent  to 
a  purchase,  503.    TVespass,  I. 

4.  Contract  for,  with  peer,  795.    Sta- 
tute, III,  1. 


COMPETENCY. 
Evidence,  II.     JVUness,  I. 

COMPOSITION. 

Fraudulent   consideration :    transaction 
when  not  re-opened. 

Plaintiff  being  about  to  compound 
with  his  creditors,  defendant,  a  cre- 


ditor, refused  to  subscribe  the  deed 
unless  he  were  paid  in  full;  plain- 
tiff to  obtain  his  signature,  gave  a 
bill,  payable  to  defendant's  agent,  for 
the  difference  between  20f.  in  the 
pound  and  St,,  the  proportion  com- 
pounded for.  Defendant  then  signed 
the  deed.  Plaintiff*  did  not  honour  the 
bill  when  due ;  but,  on  subsequent  ap- 
plication, he  paid  it  some  months  after 
the  dishonour  by  two  instalments  to 
the  payee,  and  defendant  received  the 
money.  The  other  creditors  were  paid 
according  to  the  deed. 

Held,  that  plaintiff*  could  not  re- 
cover back  the  amount  paid  to  defend- 
ant above  St.  in  the  pound ;  for  that 
the  transaction  had  been  closed  by  a 
voluntary  payment  with  full  know- 
ledge of  the  facts,  and  ought  not  to  be 
re-opened;  and  that  it  made  no  dif- 
ference that  the  sum  in  question  had 
not  been  recovered  by  action.  Wilton 
V.  Ray,  82. 

CONCEALMENT. 
From  legislature,  793.    Statute,  ill.  1. 

CONDITION. 

I.  How  created,  &c, 

1.  By  the  word  "upon,"  335.      De- 
ciaration.  III. 

2.  As  distinguished  from  distinct  con- 
tract, 499.     Vendorty  III.  2. 

II.  Precedent. 

1.  Tender  of  conveyance,  when  not, 
50.     Fendort,  II.  2. 

2.  Re-delivery  of  security,  when  not, 
616.     BUlt,y. 

3.  Stipulation  for  periodical  accounts, 
512.     yendort,nl.l. 

CONSENT. 

I.  What  not  voluntary,  25.  Arrett,  IV.  4. 

II.  Of  assignee,  to  prosecution  of  action, 
623.     Insolvent » 

III.  To  adroit  copies,  598.    Lettert, 

IV.  See  also  Actjuietcencc, 

CONSIDERATION. 
I.  Nature  of. 

1.  Imperfect  liability,  460.    Bills,  II. 

2.  Giving  up  instrument  of  doubtful 
validity,  309.     Guarantee,  I.  3. 

3.  Usurious. 
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3.  Usurious,  675.     Usury, 

II.  When  it  need  not  be  expressed,  98. 
BUU,  I. 

III.  Adequacy,  509.      Guarantee,  I.  s, 
784.    Bills,  VllL  5. 

IV.  Parol  explanation,  309.     Guarantee, 
1.3. 

CONSISTORY  COURT, 
p.  576.    Contumacy. 

CONSTABLE. 
Chief,  how  elected. 

The  election  of  a  chief  constable  for 
a  wapentake  in  the  West  Riding  of 
Yorkshire  having  been  made  at  a  petty 
sessions  of  the  justices  usually  acting 
for  the  wapentake,  without  notice  to 
the  other  justices  of  the  riding  :  Held, 
that  such  election  was  void,  and  that 
a  chief  constable  might  be  elected  at  a 
subsequent  quarter  sessions.  Eegina  v. 
IVatkinsony  2^8. 

CONSTRyCTION. 

I.  General  rules. 

Most  strongly  against  the  maker  of  an 
instrument,  222.    Bills,  VII. 

II.  Of  statutes. 

1.  Grammatical  relation,  193.  Surety, 

2.  Of  statutes  in  pari  materia,  157. 
Poor,  IV.  I. 

3.  By  analogy,  193.    Surety, 

4.  Strict,  685.     Poor,  X.  8. 

5.  Not  forced,  41 7.    Poor,  IX.  2. 

6.  Directory,  437.    Stock, 

7. ^Reasonable,  555.    Dedaration, 

8.  Perhaps  contrary  to  intention,  157. 
Poor,  IV.  1.       . 

9.  Retrospective,281.  5'/a/tt/ff,XXXVI. 

10.  Only  cumulative,  207.    Marshal, 

11.  No  repeal  by  implication,  157. 
Poor^W.  1. 

12.  Of  words  tending  to  repeal  a 
former  statute,  640.    Distress,  II. 

13.  Of  statute  relaxing  a  restriction 
on  certain  conditions,  355.  Declare 
aiion,  III. 

14.  Of  schedule,  640.    Distress,  II. 

15.  For  public  works,  531.  Rmlway, 
III. 

16.  Compensation  clauses.  Competw 
,ation. 


III.  Pleadings. 

1.  Cumulative  charge  of  various  false 
pretences,  34.    False  Pretences, 

2.  Of  indictments,  132.    Poor,  III. 

3.  Averment  that  plaintiff  gave  up  to 
defendant  a  guarantee,  309.  Gaca- 
rantee.  III. 

4.  Of  plea  that  bank  had  not  received 
sufficient  money  for  paying  the  divi- 
dends, 437.    Stock. 

5.  Of  pleas  of  Not  possessed  and  Lib. 
ten.,  763.     Estoppel,  III. 

6.  Plea  denying  bona  fides,  784.  BUls, 
VIII.  5. 

IV.  Particular  documents. 

1.  Notice  of  dishonour.    BUls^W, 

2.  Treasury  minute,  179.  Statute, 
XXXIV.  4. 

3.  Sheriff's  precept,  477.  Bail^,  III. 
1. 

4.  Pauper's  examination,  685.  Poor, 
X.  8. 

5.  Special  case,  706.    Poor,  VII.  2. 

6.  See  also   Arbitration,     Guarantee, 

wm, 

V.  Particular  words  and  phrases. 

1.  The  singular  number,  in  a  schedule, 
640.    Distress,  II. 

2.  ^  I  agree  to  pay,"  what  imported  by 
the  words,  98.    Bilis,  L 

3.  *'Any  false  pretence,"  54.  Poise 
Pretences, 

4.  ^Committed  for  trial  to  the  as- 
sizes," 740.     Choi, 

5.  ^'  In  consideration  of  your  being  m 
advance  to  L,"  309.  Guarantee, 
III. 

6.  «*  Bona  fide,"  784.    BUUy  VIII.  6. 

7.  ''With  regard  to  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,"  179.  Statute, 
XXXIV.  4. 

8.  «*  Completed,"  609.    Amendment,  I. 

9.  ''  Default  of  another  person,"  453. 
Statute,\i,5. 

10.  '*'  In  default  of  such,"  385.  Deda^ 
ration,  III. 

11.  "Duly,"  in  an  indictmentj  132. 
Poor,  III. 

1 2.  "  Examination,"  679.    Poor,  X.  1 . 

13.  '^  Which,  before  the  passing  of  this 
act,  was  exempt,  711.    Poor^  VI.  I. 

14.  *'  Gave  up,"  309.     Guarantee,  III. 

15.  "After 
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1 5.  •«  After  judgment,"  1 95.    Surety. 

16.  **  In  manner  above  mentioned," 
535.   ^Declaration^  III. 

17.  '*Any  pigstye,  necessary,  or  nui- 
sance," 188.    Notice^  II.  2. 

18.  ''No  other  method,  &c.  shall  be 
good  or  available  in  law,"  437* 
Stock. 

19.  Notice  by  "  the  attorney  or  acent 
of  the  party,"  1 17.    Cfuttotns,  III. 

20.  "Unless  he  shall  have  paid,"  ''all 
such  rates,"  66.  Statuie,  XXXIV. 
1. 

21.  '*  Placed^  elected,  or  chosen,"  361. 
DedaratUmt,  III. 

22.  "  According  to  the  practice  of  the 
Court,"  where  there  is  no  such  prac- 
tice, 193.     Surety, 

23.  "For  the  purposes  of  this  act,'* 
417.    Poor,  IX  2. 

24.  •'  Such,"  635.    Auaalt,  II. 

25.  "The  time  of  the  completion  of 
the  purchase,  50.     Vendor,  II.  2. 

26.  "  Within  one  calendar  month  next 
before  or  upon  his  admission,"  335. 
Declaration,  III. 

27.  "  Wreck,"  646.     Wreck. 

CONTINUATION. 
I.*  Of  trespass,  503.     Treipau,  I. 
II.  Of  action,  623.    Insolvent,  I. 

CONTRACT. 

I.  Nature  and  subject. 

1.  Engrafted  on  a  promissory  note,  98. 
BUU,\. 

2.  When  it  need  not  express  consider- 
ation, 98.    BUU,  I. 

3.  Cross,  subject  to  periodical  ac^ 
counts,  512.     Vendors,  I II.  1 . 

4.  Absolute,  when  not  annulled  by 
abandonment  of  consideration,  793. 
Statute,  III.  1. 

5.  With  peer  to  assent  to  a  railway, 
793.     Statute,  III.  1. 

6.  Binding  on  executor,  48.  Execu- 
tor, III.  1. 

7.  Void  for  concealment,  793.  Statute^ 
III.  1. 

II.  Construction. 

1.  Condition,  or  distinct  contract,  499. 
Vendors^  III.  2. 


2.  Matter  in  avoidance  or  of  cross- 
action,  642.    Plea,  II.  2. 

3.  Time  when  of  the  essence,  57.  ^to- 
tute,  VL  4. 

4.  When   it   supports   allegation    of 
statement  of  accounts,  98.    BUU,  I. 

5.  When  not  construed  as  sale  of  in- 
terest in  land,  757.     Vendors,  II.  3. 

III.  Variation  or  dispensation,  57.    Sta^ 
tute,  VI.  4. 

^CONTRADICTION. 
Bepugnancy. 

CONTUMACY. 

The'surrogate  of  the  bishop's  official 
principal  is  not  the  proper  party  to  sig- 
nify the  contumacy  of  a  defendant  in 
a  suit  before  him  as  jud^  of  the  Con- 
sistory Court;  and  this  both  before 
and  after  stat.  S3  G.  3.  e.  127.:  and, 
where  defendant  is  taken  under  a  con- 
tumace  capiendo  issued  upon  such  cer- 
tificate, this  Court  will  dbcharge  him 
out  of  custody.    Begina  v.  Jones,  576. 

COxWEYANCE. 

I.  Tender  of,  50.     Vendors,  II.  2. 

II.  By  other  than  the  statutory  mode, 
437.    Stock. 


CONVICTION. 

Where  a  conviction  under  sect.  14. 
of  Stat.  11  &.  4.  &  11^.  4.  c.  64.  (for 
the  general  sale  of  beer,  &c.)  purported 
to  charge  the  party  with  the  offence  of 
keeping  his  house  open  for  the  sale  of 
beer,  and  selling  beer,  and  suffering  the 
same  to  be  drank  and  consumed  in  the 
house  at  an  unlawful  time,  and  con- 
victed him  in  the  penalty  of  40s,  as 
upon  a  single  offence : 

Held,  that  the  conviction  was  bad, 
because  it  included  more  than  one  dis- 
tinct offence;  and  that  trespass  lay  for 
levying  the  penalty  by  distress.  NeW' 
nutn  V.  Bendyshe,  1 U 

COPIES, 
p.  598.    Letters. 

COPYHOLD. 


•se    COFTHOLD,%i||.  1, 9. 
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COPYHOliJ. 
L  Surrender. 
By  trustee  by  statute,  acceptance,  how 
compelled,  272.    iSto^u^,  XXII. 

II.  Seizure    qaoasque,  \272. '    Statute, 
XXII. 

III.  Fine  on  renewal.  ; 

How  assessed  on  admissions  of  joint- 
tenants. 

1.  By  a  decree  in  Chancery,  to  which 
the  lord  of  the  manor  was  a  party,  it 
was  ordered  that,  whenever  the  trustees 
of  a  certain  parochial  charity,  consist- 
ing of  copyhold  of  inheritance,  should 
be  reduced  to  five,  the  lord  should, 
with  the  approbation  of  a'  Master, 
name  nine  others,  being  copyholders 
and  inhabitants  of  the  parisn ;  that  a 
surrender  of  the  lands  should  then  be 
made,  and  the  fourteen  be  admitted, 
paying  a  reasonable  fine.  The  trust 
became  vacant  by  the  death  often,  and 
resignation  of  two,  of  the  trustees  so 
appointed;  and  fourteen  new  ones 
were  thereupon  duly  appointed  and 
admitted.  Held  (there  being  no  special 
custom  as  to  fines  on  such  admittance), 
that  a  fine,  made  up  of  the  sum  of  a 
geometrical  series  of  nine  terms,  whose 
first  term  was  the  double  value  and 
common  ratio  ^,  with  a  deduction  on 
account  of  the  right  to  a  renewal  fine 
recurring  on  the  fiiilure  of  any  nine 
lives  out  of  fourteen,  instead  of  nine 
absolutely,  was  reasonable. 

Held,  also,  that  the  lord  was  not 
bound  to  make  a  further  deduction  by 
reason  of  his  privilege  of  naming  the 
lives,  or  of  the  mature  ages  of  the 
trustees. 

The  reasonableness  of  such  a  fine, 
where  the  value  of  the  land  and  the 
amount  of  deduction,  are  undisputed, 
is  not  a  question  for  the  jury,  Wilson 
V.  Hoare,  236, 

2.  Where  the  lord  admitted  fourteen 
joint  tenants  to  a  copyhold  of  inherit- 
ance, with  a  power  in  himself  to  nomi- 
nate nine  others  with  the  approbation 
of  a  Master  in  Chancery,  when  the 
number  should  be  reduced  to  five,  and 
thereupon  to  take  a  reasonable  fine  on 
such  fresh  admission  .of  the  old  and 
new  tenants :  i 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  | 


COSTS,  L  1,  t.— IV.  1. 

Chamber,  that  the  principle  of  a 
ment  laid  down  in  WUtanv,  Hoarct 
(2  B.  4*  Ad,  350.)  was  inapplicable,  and 
*  that  a  deduction  should  be  made  on 
account  of  the  right  to  take  a  new 
fine  on  the  failure  of  nine  Uves  out  of 
fourteen,  instead^  of  nine  absolutely. 
Hoiire  v.  Wilson^  245  n, 
IV.  Plaint  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  right 
patent,  248.    Mandamut,  IV.  3. 

COSTS. 
I.  Of  various  proceedings. 

1.  Artixies  of  the  peace,  47.  Bam 
and  Feme,  III. 

2.  Rule  for  a  mandamus  impugning  a 
decision  which  was  right,  66.  Stth 
tute,  XXXIV.  1. 

It.  In  ejectment,  761.    Ejectment,  V.  I 

III.  On  interpleader. 

An  interpleader  rule  directed  the 
sheriff  to  sell  the  goods  claimed,  and 
pay  the  proceeds  into  Court  to  abide 
the  event  of  an  issue  between  the 
claimant  and  the  execution  creditor, 
to  try  the  right  to  them.  The  jury, 
on  the  trial  of  the  issue,  found  that 
part  of  the  goods  were  the  sole  pro- 
perty of  the  claimant,  and  the  residue 
the  joint  property  of  the  claimant  and 
the  party  levied  upon :  Held,  that  the 
claimant  was  entitled  to  be  paid  by  the 
execution  creditor  the  general  coits  of 
the  feigned  issue  (deducting  the  costs 
of  the  issues  found  for  the  latter),  and 
also  the  costs  of  appearing  to  the  in- 
terpleader rule,  and  of  his  subsequent 
application  for  the  money  paid  into 
Court,  and  for  his  costs. 

And  the  sheriff  was  refused  his  costs 
of  the  interpleader  rule.  Staiey  v. 
BedweU,  145. 

IV.  Taxation. 

1.  Costs  of  witness  to  produce,  &c. 

The  pxpense  of  a  witness  at  Nisi 
Prius  to  translate  and  explain  ancient 
records  of  a  public  nature,  and  to  watch 
and  expUdn  the  records  produced  by 
the  opposite  party,  and  the  expense  of 
searcmng  for,  and  obtainins  copies  and 
i  translations  of,  such  recoros  to  be  used 
in  evidence,  will  be  allowed  on  taxation 
between  party  and  party,  though  the 
opposite  party  has  not  been  called  upon 
to  admit  them. 

The 
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The  costs  of  the  attendance  of  an 
officer  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to 
produce  affidavits  filed  there,  for  the 
purpose  of  using  them  at  a  trial  to 
check  the  testimony  of  the  same  de- 
ponents at  Nisi  Prius,  will  be  allowed 
on  taxation  between  party  and  party, 
though  the  opposite  party  has  not  been 
called  upon  to  admit  them.    Bastard 

V.  Sj/My  213. 

S.  Motion  with  reference  to,  when 
premature.  Doe  dem,  Oxendcn  v. 
Cropper f2Q\,n. 

V.  Remedies  for. 

1.  Attachment,  761.    SjedmentfV.U 

2.  Staying  proceedings,  761.  Eject- 
meni^Y,  1. 

VI.  Municipal,  S81.     Statute,  XXXVI. 
740.  Gaol. 

COUNCIL. 
Municipal  Corporation, 

COUNTY. 

I.  Boundary,  151.    Evidence^  IX.  1. 

II.  Gaol.     Gaol. 

COURT. 
I.  Generally. 

1.  Question  for,  256.  Copyhold,  III.  1. 

2.  Power  to  impose  terms,  412.  At^- 
nuity. 

n.  Spiritual.    Ecclesiastical  Court. 

III.  Court  baron,  248.     Mandamus^  TV. 
3. 

CO\nENANT. 

p.  50.   Vendors,  II.  2.      71.   Forfeiture^ 
1.2. 

COVERTURE. 
Baron  and  Feme. 

COVIN. 

Fraud. 

CREDITOR. 

I.  Petitioning,  464.    Bankrupt,  V. 

II.  What  not  a  satisfaction,  76 1 .    Eject-^ 
ment,  V.  1.    225.  Scire  Facias^  I. 
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CRIMINAL  INFORMATION. 

When  not  defended,  out  of  borough  fund, 
281.    Statute,  XSLXYl. 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 
I.  Indictable  offences. 

1.  False  pretences,  34.     False  Pre- 
tences. 

2.  Not  accounting,  132.    Poor,  III. 
5.  Where  there  is  another  specific  re- 
medy, 132.    Poor,  III. 

IL  Articles  of  the  peace,  47.    Baron  and 
Feme,  IIL 

CRIMINAL  PLEADING. 
L  Pardcularitv,  34.      False  Pretences, 


ncuianty, 
.'Poor,{ll, 


132, 
II   «  Duly,"  when  iufficient,  132.    Poor, 

m. 

III.  Positiveness.    Inferential  allegation 
when  insufficient,  132.    Poor,  III. 

IV.  Divisibility,  34.    False  Pretences. 

V.  Names  of  persons. 

Designation  by  name  of  office,  132. 
Poor,  IIL 

VI.  Construction. 

Necessary  allegation  when  not  supplied 
by  the  inducement,  132.    Poor,  III. 

CRIMINAL  PRACTICE. 
Practice,  VII.— IX. 

CROSS  ACTION, 
p.  642.     Plea,  IL  2. 

CROWN. 

Criminal  Law.    Criminal  Pleading.    Cus- 
toms.   Practice  (Criminal).     Wreck, 

CUSTODY. 
L  Of  documents,  proof  of,  151.  Evidence, 

IX.  1. 
II.  On  other  wriu,  570.    Arresty  V.  1. 

CUSTOMS. 
L  Collector. 

1.  Nature  of  office,  646.    Wreck. 

2.  When  liable  to  action,  646.  Wreck, 

IL  On 
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DEFAULT. 


II.  On  goods  wrecked,  646.     Wreck, 

IIL  Action  for  seizure. 

In  trespass  for  taking  a  portfolio 
and  drawings,  the  defendant,  an  oiScer 
of  the  customs,  may  justify  the  seizure 
by  shewing  that  the  portfolio  con- 
tained drawings  liable  to  seizure  fur 
non-payment  of  duty,  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  in  the  act  of  carrying  ashore 
out  of  a  foreign  packet;  though  the 
seizure  was  in  fact  made  not  as  on  a 
forfeiture,  but  for  the  purpose  of  exa- 
mination; and  though  the  articles 
seized  were  in  fact  returned  after  be- 
ing examined,  and  no  demand  of  them 
had  been  made  before  the  seizure. 

Semble,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  sued 
for  the  assault,  the  defendant  could 
not  ha?e  justified  without  shewing 
either  a  previous  demand  or  some  cir- 
cumstance to  warrant  the  use  of  force 
in  the  first  instance. 

Notice  of  action  (under  stat.  5  & 
4  W,  4.  c.  S3,  f.  103.)  by  an  infant  to 
an  officer  of  the   customs,   may  be 

S'lven  by  his  prochein  amy,  although 
e  may  not  be  the  prochein  amy  on 
the  record.  De  Gondown  ▼•  Lems^ 
117. 

DAMAGE. 

I.  Actual;  when  essential,  719.    Sheriffs 
IX.  2. 

II.  AU^ation  of,  719.     Sheriff,  IX.  2. 


DATE. 
Time. 

DE  INJURIA, 
p.  593.    PArofijig,  XVIII. 

DEBT. 

p.  76.     Penalties.    225.  Scire  Facias,  L 
632.     Plea,  II.  1. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 
Creditor^    Guarantee.    Insolvent. 

DECEIT 
Fraud* 


DECLARATION. 

I.  On  promise  in  consideration  of  giving 
up  a  guarantee,  509.    Guarantee,  III. 

II.  In  evidence.     Evidence,  X. 

III.  In  lieu  of  sacramental  test. 
Under  stat.   9  G.  4.  c.  17.  ».  2 

and  3.,  which  require  that  every  person 
who  shall  be  placed,  elected,  or  chosen 
in  or  to  the  office  of  alderman,  &'c 
shall,  wUMn  one  calendar  month  next 
be/ore  or  upon  his  admission  into  such 
office,  make  and  subscribe  a  certain 
declaration  before  certain  parties;  and 
sect.  4,  which  enacts,  that,  if  be  shall 
omit  or  neglect  to  make  and  subscribe 
the  said  declaration  tit  manner  above 
mentioned,  such  placing,  election,  at 
choice  shall  be  void. 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  that  the  election  is  not  void 
by  refusal  to  make  the  declaration,  or 
state  whether  the  party  will  do  so,  un- 
less he  has  first  been  admitted  to  the 
office  by  swearing  in. 

Judgment  reversed  on  error,  by  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber. 

Held,  by  that  Court,  that  the  sU- 
tute  does  not  give  the  party  elected  a 
month  at  all  events  for  deciding  whe- 
ther he  will  make  the  declaration  or 
not,  but  only  excuses  him  from  making 
it  at  the  time  of  admission,  if  be  has 
made  it  within  a  month  before. 

That  the  words  "  ttjpoii  his  admis- 
sion "  mean ,  at  the  time,  and  not 
within  a  reasonable  time  after,  and 
that  the  authorities  who  admit  may 
prescribe  the  order  in  which  the  cffe- 
monies  forming  parts  of  the  admission 
shall  take  place. 

And  that,  if  the  party  offers  himsdf 
to  the  proper  court  to  be  admitted, 
not  having  made  the  declaration  with- 
in a  month  before,  and  being  asked 
whether  he  will  make  it  or  not,  de- 
clines to  say,  but  requires  the  court  to 
admit  him,  which  they  refuse,  the  elec- 
tion is  thereupon  void,  and  a  precept 
may  issue  for  a  new  election.    Re^na 

V.  Humphery,  355. 

DEFAULT, 
p.  355.    Declaration,  III.    455.  Statvtey 

VI.  3.^ 


DELAY. 


DISTTBESS,  I.II. 
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DELAY, 
pp.  17.  19.  SI.    Plea,L 

DELEGATION, 
p.  576,    Coniumacy, 

.      DELIVERY. 

I.  To  take  agreement  out  of  statute  of 
frauds,  499.    Fendort,  III.  S. 

II.  Under   conditional   verdict   against 
,  wrongdoer,  472.    JEttoppei,  1.  4. 

DEMAND. 

I.  By  one  of  several  parties  entitled. 
Coles  V.  Bank  of  England^  444. 

II.  Previous  to  seizure.  117.    Cuttomi, 
IIL 

III.  Preliminary  to  mandamus,  531.  RaU^ 
way,  ni. 

DEMISE. 
Landlord  and  Tmani.    Ejectment. 

DEMURRER. 

I.  To  whole  plea,  when  not  bad,  658. 
Plea,  II.  1. 

II.  To  nil  debet,  652.    Plea,  11.  ]. 

IIL  General,  719.    Sheriff  IX.  S.    763. 
Estoppel,  III. 

IV.  Special,  632.  642.      Plea,  IL    719. 
Sheriffs  IX.  2. 

DEPOSITION. 
Mrhen  evidence,  464.    Bankrupt ^  V. 

DEPUTY, 
p.  76.    Penalties. 

DETAINER. 
Arrest. 

DEVISE. 

Eflect  of  mistake  as  to  facts,  228.    Wm, 
II. 
Vol.  X. 


DIRECTOR. 

I.  Of  private  company,  113.  Partner,  II. 

H.  Determination  of  office,  113.  Part- 
ner,Ih 

DISCHARGE. 

I.  From  arrest,  225.  Scire  Facias,  L 
570.  Arrest^  V.  1.  576.  Coniwmcy. 
761.  Ejectment,  V.  1.' 

II.  From  costs,  761.    Ejectment^  V.  1. 

DISCLAIMER. 
Oral,  427.    Forfeiture,  1. 1. 

DISHONOUJl. 
Notice  of,  125. 131  n.     BiUs,  VI.  1,    . 

DISMISSAL, 
p.  635.    Assault,  IL 

DISOBEDIENCE. 

Of  order  of  Poor  Law  Commissioners, 
152.    Poor,  IIL 

DISPENSATION. 
Or  substitution,  57.    Statute,  VI.  4. 

DISPOSITION. 

With  collusion  of  real  owner,  90.  Es 
toppel,  I.  2. 

DISTRESS. 

I.  Authority  by  relation. 

A  cognisance  by  defendant  as  bailiff 
of  an  executor,  for  rent  due  to  the 
testator,  is  supported  by  proof  of  a 
distress  by  him  m  the  n«une  of  the  tes- 
tator, and  by  his  direction,  but  after 
his  death ;  such  distress,  though  made 
before  probate,  having  been  afterwards 
adopted  and  ratified  by  the  executor. 
Whitehead  v.  Taylor,  210. 

IL  Number  of  appraisers. 

Stat.  57  G.  3.  c.  93.  regulating  the 

costs  of  distress  for  rent  not  exceeding 

20/.,  has  not  repealed  the  provisions  of 

2W.^M.  s^ss.  1.  c.  5.,  so  aa  to  make 

3K  an 
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DIVIDEND. 


ELECTION.  L  l--ff.  U. 


an  appnusement  by  one  broker  niffi- 
cient.   Allen  Y.  FUcker,  6^. 

DIVIDEND, 
p.  437.     Stock. 

DIVISIBILITY, 
p.  34.    False  Pretences, 

DOCUMENTARY  EMDENCE. 
Evidence,  HJ.— VII. 

DUPLICITY, 
p.  11.    Conviction, 

DURESS, 
p.  25.     Arrest,  IV.  4. 

DUTY. 

I.  Customs,  646.     Wreck. 

II.  Action  for  nonfeasance,  646.   Wreck. 

EASEMENT. 

Justification  of  a  nuisance,  590.  Nia" 
sance,  II. 

ECCLESIASTICAL  COURT.       , 

I.  Jurisdiction. 

What  issues  properly  cognisable  by, 
218.     TUhes. 

II.  Pleadings,  218.     Ttikes. 

III.  See  also  Consistory  Court.  ContU" 
macy.  Prohibition,  Sigmficavit,  Sur- 
rogate. 

ECCLESIASTICAL  LAW. 
Church-rate. 

EJECTMENT. 

I.  Staying  proceedings,  71.  Forfeiture, 
L  2.    761.  Post,  V.  1. 

II.  Postea. 

An  ejectment  brought  for  close  A. 
and  close  B.  was  referred  at  Nisi  Prius 


to  an  arbitrator,  together  with  an  ao> 
tion  for  trespass  upon  close  B.,  brought 
by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  agamst 
the  same  defendant.  In  the  action  of 
trespass  there  were  special  pleas  ius- 
tifpng  on  the  ground  of  titie  to  dose 
B.  in  defendant. 

The  arbitrator  ordered  a  yerdict  on 
all  the  issues  in  trespass  for  the  de- 
fendant, except  one  issue  on  a  plea  of 
not  guilty :  but  he  ordered  a  general 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  eject- 
ment. By  a  paper  which  he  delivered 
with  the  award,  stating  his  reasons,  it 
appeared  that  be  considered  that  the 
lessor  of  th6  plaintiff  had  no  titie  to 
close  B. 

Held  that,  though  there  appeared 
a  repugnancy,  the  postea  in  the  eject- 
ment could  not  be  amended  by  con- 
fining it  to  close  A.,  and  that  tiie 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  entitied  to 
retain  the  general  verdict.  Doe  dem. 
Oxenden  v.  Cropper,  197. 

in.  Error  pending,  765.   Estoppel,  HI. 

IV.  Mesne  profits,  765.    Estoppel,  III. 

V.  Costs. 

1.  Staying  proceedings  in  subsequent 
ejectment. 

Where  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in 
ejectment  is  son  and  heir  of  the  lessor 
in  a  former  ejectment,  and  claims 
under  the  same  tide,  and  agsunst  the 
same  defendant,  but  brings  bis  action 
for  different  premises,  the  Court  will 
stay  proceedings  until  the  costs  of  the 
first  action  are  paid. 

And  this,  although  the  lessor  in  the 
first  action  was  discharged  as  an  in- 
solvent, while  in  custody  under  attach- 
ment for  non-payment  of  such  costs. 
Doe  dem,  HeighJey  v.  Harland,  761. 

2.  Effect   of    attachment    for,    761. 
Ante,  1. 

ELECTION. 

I.  Of  an  officer. 

1.  Constable,  288.     Constable, 

2.  Mode    of  voting,   171.      Statute, 
XXXIV.  2. 

5.  Avoidance  by  refusing  declaration, 
335.    Declaration,  III. 

II.  To  take  advantage  of  summary  re- 
medy, 207.    Marshal. 

ENCROACH- 


ENCROACHMENT. 
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ENCROACHMENT. 
By  tnuteei  of  road,  509.    TVenwSj  I. 

ENROLMENT, 
p.  412.    AnmtUy. 

EQUITABLE  RELIEF, 
p.  71.    Forfeiture^  L  3.    412.  Aimmiy. 

ERROR. 

p.  248.      Mandamut.  TV.  5.    763.  Es- 
toppel, in. 

ESCAPE. 
L  What 

1 .  What  negligence  equivalent  to,  7 1 9. 
Sheriff,  IX.  2. 

2.  Suffered  by  bailiff  of  liberty,  477. 
BaiUff.in.  I. 

5.  Coyinous  arrest  to  fix  the  marshal 

with  an  escape. 

In  debt  against  the  marshal  of  Q. 
B.  for  an  escape  of  W,,  a  prisoner  in 
custody  under  a  ca.  sa.  at  the  suit  of 
plaintiff,  defendant  pleaded  that  W^ 
nad  the  privilege  of  the  rules ;  that  L. 
sued  out  a  capias  on  mesne  process 
against  W, ;  that  L.  and  plaintiff,  well 
knowing  that  W,  was  so  privileged,  and 
not  imlly  liable  to  be  arrested  out  of 
the  rules,  '^  fraudulently,  illegally,  and 
covinously  combined  and  conspired'* 
with  others  to  procure  fV,  to  be  ar- 
rested on  L.'s  writ ;  and,  in  pursuance 
of  such  fraudulent  &c,  caused  a 
sheriff's  officer  to  watch  W.^  to  ascer- 
tain whether  he  went  beyond  the  rules, 
and  to  arrest  him  and  keep  him  with- 
out the  rules  if  he  did;  that  H^.,  with- 
out defendant's  consent,  went  without 
the  rules,  and,  while  he  was  so,  and 
intended  to  and  was  about  to  return 
within  the  rules,  plaintiff  and  Xr.,  with 
others  in  collusion  with  them,  in  fur- 
ther pursuance  &c.  wrongfully  and 
covinously  caused  fV,  to  be  arrested 
and  conveyed  to  a  place  without  the 
rules,  and  there  detained  during  such 
time  as  was  required  to  enable  plaintiff 
to  sue  defendant  for  the  escape ;  that, 
had  not  IV,  been  so  collusively  and 
illegally  .detained,  he  could  have  re- 
turned  within  the  rules  before  the 


oomnencement  of  the  suit ;  that,  after 
the  commencement,  H^.  returned  within 
the  rules,  and  had  been  in  defendant's 
custody  ever  since;  and  that  defendant 
had  no  notice  of  the  escape  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit.  Replica 
tion  de  injuria^  as  to  all  but  the  alle- 
gation that  Z/.sued  out  and  prosecuted 
his  writ,  &c.  while  W.  was  entitled  to 
the  rules. 

1.  It  was  proved  that  U,  employed 
a  person  to  watch  for  W.  and  procure 
his  arrest  and  detention  without  the 
rules,  at  the  suit  of  L.,  while  W,  ap- 
peared to  be  intending  to  return  withm 
the  rules;  and  that,  during  the  deten- 
tion, 17.  went  with  the  attorney's 
clerk  to  take  out  the  writ  in  the  action 
for  the  escape.  The  jury,  having  been 
satisfied  that  plaintiff  was  a  party  to 
U*s  proceedin|js,and  the  jud||;e  having 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifl;  this 
Court,  on  motion,  ordered  a  verdict  to 
be  entered  for  the  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  the  jury  might  infer  plain- 
tiff's privity  from  his  adopting  U*b 
acts  by  bringing  the  action,  and  that 
such  pn^y  proved  the  issue. 

2.  But  the  Court  granted  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  non  obstante  vere- 
dicto, the  plea  not  shewing  that  W 
would  have  returned  within  the  rules 
had  he  not  heed  detained  without. 

3.  The  rule  for  entering  the  verdict 
for  the  defendant  having  been  obtained 
in  the  first,  and  made  absolute  in  the 
sixth  term  after  the  trial,  the  Court, 
upon  making  it  absolute;,  granted  the 

'  rule  nisi  for  judgment  non  obstante 
veredicto,  considering  the  case  an  ex- 
ception from  the  rule  of  Hil,  2  W.  4. 
1.66.     Merry  v.  Chapnum,  5 1 6. 

II.  Pleading  and  evidence,  516.  Ante^ 
1.5. 

ESTATE. 

I.  Legal.    Legal  Estate. 

II.  Oral  determination,  427.  Forfeiture^ 
I.  1. 

ESTOPPEL. 
I.  By  conduct. 

1.  In  not  quitting  according  to  notice, 
3.     Compensation,  II.  ]. 

2.  In  permitting  a  party  to  deal  with 
goods  as  owner. 

3  K  2  The 
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EVIDENCE,  1. 1. 


The  owner  of  goods,  who  stands  by  | 
and  Toluntarily  allowg  another  to  treat 
them  as  his  own,  whereby  a  third  per- 
son is  induced  to  buy  them  bon&  fide, 
cannot  recover  them  from  the  vendee. 

G.,  the  owner  of  the  fittings  of  a 
public-house,  demised  them  to  D.,  who 
thereupon  became  tenant  of  the  house 
to  a  third  party,  under  an  agreement 
which  gave  his  landlord  a  lien  on  the 
fittings.  G,  was  present  at  the  exe- 
cution of  such  agreement.  D.  after- 
wards sold  the  good-wiil  and  fittings, 
without  G,'s  knowledge  or  assent,  to 
W,,  who,  being  told  by  the  landlord 
that  D.  was  his  tenant,  bought  them 
bon&  fide,  in  ignorance  of  G^.*s  title, 
and  was  accepted  by  the  landlord  as 
tenant  in  the  place  of  2>. 

Held,  that  G.  could  not  maintain 
trover  for  the  fittings  against  W,,  and 
that  the  defence  was  admissible  on  the 
plea  of  not  posseued.  Gregg  v.  We/ls, 
90. 

3.  By  negligence  which  facilitated  a 
fraud,  437.    Stock. 

4.  By  permitting  delivery  to  a  party 
as  owner. 

Defendant  brought  trover  against  JD. 
for  a  dog,  and  obtained  a  verdict  for 
50/.  damages,  subject  to  be  reduced  to 
1«.  on  thei  delivery  of  the  dog  to  de- 
fendant. By  plaintifi*'s  authority  D, 
delivered  the  aog  to  defendant,  at  the 
same  time  deinanding  it  back  on  behalf 
of  plaintiff,  as  his  property,  at  a  time 
named.  Afterwards,  at  the  time  named, 
plaintiff  demanded  the  dog,  and  defend- 
ant refused  to  deliver  it. 

Plaintiff  brought  trover ;  defendant 
traversed  plaintiff's  property,  and  also 
pleaded,  not  guilty,  ana  leave  and  li- 
cence. Plaintiff  new  assigned  to  the 
J>lea  of  leave  and  licence,  to  which  de- 
endant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  leave 
and  licence;  to  whicltlast  plea  plain- 
tiff replied  de  injuria. 

Held,  that  plaintiff  was  not  precluded 
from  proving  his  title  by  having  au- 
thorised the  delivery;  and  that,  on 
proof  of  title,  he  was  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict on  all  the  above  issues.  Sandys  v. 
Hodgson^  472. 

5.  By  treating  a  warrant  as  a  mandate, 
477.     BaiUff,  III.  1, 

6.  By  taking  advantage  of  irregularity, 
225.     Scire  Faciat,  I. 


7.  By  having  demanded  the  proceed- 
ing objected  to,  248.  Mandamia, 
JIY.  3. 

8.  From  disputing  jurisdiction  after 
applying  to  it.   Sktue  v.  Davu,  635. 

9.  By  public  company's  assertions  in 
an  act  obtained  by  them,  531.  RaU" 
way.  III. 

II.  By  first  fisiult  in  pleading,  632.  Plea^ 
II.  1. 

III.  By  judgment  in  ejectment. 
Trespass  for  mesne  profits  between 

10th  July^  1826  and  the  commencement 
of  the  suit.  Pleas,  1.  that  plaintiff  was 
not  possessed  of  the  premises  modo  et 
formi;  2.  that  the  premises  were  the 
soil  and  freehold  of  defendant  dur- 
ing all  the  time,  &c.  Replication,  by 
way  of  estoppel,  to  each  plea,  that, 
after  10th  Jufy  1826,  plaintiff  com- 
menced an  action  of  ejectment  for  re- 
covery of  the  same  premises  upon  a 
demise,  laid  loth  July,  1826,  for  fourr 
teen  years,  and  a  demise  laid  26th  IV- 
cember  1831  for  seven  years,  and  an 
ouster  on  27th  December  1831,  and 
had  judgment  to  recover  his  said  terms; 
conclumng  with  a  prayer  of  judgment 
if  the  defendant  ought,  during  the  said 
terms,  to  be  admitted.  &c. 

Held,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the 
replication  was  good. 

And  that  a  rejoinder,  stating  that  no 
writ  of  execution  was  ever  issued,  nor 
had  plaintiff  ever  had  possession  of  the 
premises,  but  that  a  writ  of  error  upon 
the  judgment  was  still  pending  and  un- 
determined was  bad. 

The  plea  of  liberum  tenementum 
admits  a  sufficient  possession  of  the 
plaintiff  to  support  an  action  against  a 
wrong-doer,  but  denies  his  rightful  pos- 
session, and  asserts  a  right  to  immediate 
possession  in  the  defendant.  Doe  v. 
Wright,  763. 

IV.  By  sherirs  return,  477.  Bamff,m. 
1.    673.  Sheriff,  II.  2. 

V.  Between  landlord  and  tenant,  204. 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  I. 

VI.  Subseouent  town  council  when  not 
estopped  from  questioning  order  of  pre- 
vious council,  281.    jS/a/tt/e,  XXXVl. 

EVIDENCE. 
I.  What  must  be  proved  and  by  whom. 
1.  By  plaintiff  on  plea  of  not  guilty  to 
debt  for  penalties,  76.    Penalties. 
2.  To 
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2,  To  let  in  declarations  of  former 
holder  of  note,  106.    BUis^  IX.  2. 

J.  That  the  proper  parties  are  plain- 
tifls,  to  the  exclusion  of  another,  1 13. 
Partner,  II. 

4.  Proper  custody  of  documents,  151. 
Po«/,IX.l. 

5.  Balance  of  account  as  a  condition 
precedent,  512.    Fendort,  III .  .1 . 

6.  On  de  injuria  replied  to  plea  of  pay- 
ment containing  surplusage,  593. 
Pleading,  XVIIl. 

II.  Interest  of  witness. 

1.  Apparentonfaceof  plea,  606.  Wit- 
nettf  I.  2. 

2.  Incompetency  how  remo?ed,  606. 
mtnest,  1. 2. 

3.  Husbands,  liability  over. 
Trespass  for  distraining  on  plaintiff. 

Plea,  that  W.  held  the  premises  as 
tenant  to  defendants,  at  a  rent  of  10/. ; 
and  distress  for  such  rent.  Replication, 
non  tenuit. 

The  case  opened  for  the  plaintiff*  at 
the  trial  was,  that  W.  was  seised  in  fee, 
and  that  plaintiff  held  the  premises  of 
him  at  a  rent  of  3l, 

Held,  that  W*s  wife  was  not  a  com- 
petent witness  for  plaintiff  to  prove 
those  facts,  because,  in  the  event  of  a 
verdict  for  defendants,  W.  would  be 
liable  over  to  plaintiff;  and  that  the 
incompetency,  being  independent  of 
any  use  that  might  be  made  of  the 
verdict,  was  not  removed  by  3  &  4  fT.  4. 
e,  42.  f.  26.  Wedgewood  v.  Hartley, 
619. 

III.  Documentary,  generally. 
V,  Stamp.    Stamp, 

2.  Notice  to  produce.    Notice,  III. 

3.  Effects  of  undertaking  to  produce 
copies,  598.    Letters. 

4.  Order  to  admit,  598.    Letters: 

5.  Production  when  unnecessary,  593. 
P^odiiig,  XVIIL  597  n.  Bills,  IX.  6. 

6.  When  the  only  evidence,  113. 
Partner, 

7.  Proofofproper  custody,  151.  Post, 
IX.  1. 

8.  Mutilation,  151.    Post,  IX.  1. 

9.  Production  from  Petty  Bag  Office, 
162.     IVitnesSylh 

10.  Costs  of  witness  to  produce  and 
explain,  213.    Costs,  IV.  1. 


1 1.  Piurol  to  explain  written  document. 
To  explain  ambiguous  consideration 
for  guarantee,  509.    Guarantee,  1. 3. 

12.  As  to  reading  the  whole,  598.  Let^ 
ters. 

IV.  Copies. 

1.  Notice  to  admit,  when  not  required, 
213.    Om/1,  IV.  \^ 

2.  Of  letters,  598.    Letters. 

V.  Effect  of  particular  documents. 

1.  Of  agreement  to  pay  not  shewing 
the  consideration,  98.    Bills,  I. 

2.  Award  in  a  suit  inter  alios,  151. 
Post,  IX.  1. 

3.  Presentment  in  manor  court,  151. 
Post,  IX.  1. 

4.  Affidavits  to  check*  the  parol  testi- 
mony of  the  same  deponents,  213. 
CosU,  IV.  1. 

5.  Orders  of  Commissioners  of  Sewers, 
398.     Sewers, 

6.  Depositions  of  petitioning  creditor's 
agent  on  opening  a  fiat,  464.  Bank' 
rupty  V. 

7.  Of  special  contract  given  in|evidence 
for  defendant,  512.    Vendors,  III.  1. 

8.  Copies  of  letters  in  letterbook,  598. 
Letters. 

VI.  Parol,  notwithstanding  the  existence 
of  a  writing. 

1.  Minutes  of  terms. 

A  Witness,  produced  to  prove  a  parol 
demise  from  plaintiff  to  defendant, 
stated  that,  at  the  time  of  making  it, 
plaintiff  looked  at  written  minutes, 
from  which  he  appeared  to  read  the 
terms  to  which  defendant  assented. 
,  Held  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  fur- 
^  thcr  proof  respecting  the  nature  of  the 
minutes,  parol  evidence  of  the  terms  of 
the  demise  was  admissible.  Trewhitt 
V.  Lambert,  470. 

2.  See  also,  309.     Guarantee,  I.  3. 

2.  Release  to  remove  incompetenqr, 
606.     Witness,  I.  2. 

VII.  Former  adjudications,  398.  Sewers, 
595.     Pleading,  XVm. 

VIII.  Reputation,  what- documents  evi- 
dence of,  151.    Post,  IX.  1. 

IX.  Res  inter  alios. 
1.  Award. 

On  an  issue  respecting  the  boundary 

of  a  parish  and  county,  an  award  in 

3  K  3  a  suit 
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a  suit  inter  alios,  in  which  the  aibi- 
trator  set  out  the  boundary  as  proved 
before  him,  and  a  yerdict  was  entered 
according  to  his  direction,  is  not  ad< 
missible  as  evidence  of  such  boundary. 

Although  verdicts  are,  upon  author- 
ity,  admitted  as  proof  of  reputation, 
the  rule  does  not  extend  to  awards. 

A  presentment  in  a  manor  court, 
setting  forth  the  bounds  of  a  manor, 
is  admissible  evidence  of  such  bounds, 
though  part  of  the  document,  uncon- 
nected with  the  subject  of  bounds,  has 
been  cut  out. 

Where  an  ancient  manor  book  is 
offered  in  evidence,  the  custody  must 
•  be  proved  bv  a  sworn  witness.  It  is 
not  enough  tnat  the  book  is  produced 
in  court  by  the  counsel  or  steward  of 
the  lord  of  the  manor,  nor,  as  it  seems, 
by  the  lord  of  the  manor  in  person. 
Evans  r.  Bees,  151. 

2.  Sheriff''s  return,  477.  BaiUf,  III.  1. 

X.  Declarations. 

By  former  holder,  106.    BiOs,  IX.  2. 
XL  Admissions  generally. 

.  1.  Tacit,  90.    472.  Estoppel^  I.  2.  4. 
. .  2.  Notice  to  admit,  213.    Costs,  IV.  1. 
5.  By  signing  dividend  warrants  and 
bank  books,  437.    Stock. 

4.  In  ignorance  of  law,  460.    Bills,  II. 

5.  By  agent,  464.    Bankrupt,^. 

6.  Assertions  in  acts  obtained  by  pub- 
lic companies,  531.    Rmlwayj  III. 

7.  By  producing  copy  of  letter,  598. 
Letters. 

XII.  Admission  by  pleading. 

1 .  By  traversing  other  allegaticms  only, 
23.    Arrest^lY.  4. 

2.  What  not  admitted  by  plea  of  not 
guilty,  76.    Penalties. 

3.  By  de  injuria,  593.  Pleading,  XVIII. 

4.  By  plea  of  gambling  consideration, 
597  n.     BiHs,  IX.  6. 

5.  See  also  Pleading,  IX. 

III.  Variance.     Variance. 

XIV.  Otherwise  with  reference  to  the 
pleadings. 

1.  Under  not  guilty,  76.      Penalties. 
437.  Stock. 

2.  Under  plea  of  not  possessed,  $0. 
Ettoppel,  1. 2. 


3.  Under  plea  of  non  tenuit,  204. 
Landlord  and  TensuU,  L 

4.  Under  plea  denying  proparQr,  437. 
S^odk. 

Si  Under  plea  denying  recapt  of  suf- 
ficient money  to  pay  dividends,  437. 
Stodt. 

6.  Under  plea  of  leave  and  licence, 
472.     Estoppel,  I.  4. 

7.  On  plea  containing  surplusage,  583. 
Pleading,  XVIIL 

XV.  Of  particular  facts. 

1 .  Of  acceptance  for  plaintiff^s  accom- 
modation, 460,    BiUs,  II. 

2.  Of  agreement  to  pay  on  a  statement 
of  account,  98.    Bills,  I. 

3.  Acts  of  bankruptcy,  464.  Bank- 
rupt,  V. 

4.  Bona  fides,  58d.    Bona  Fidet,  L 

5.  Boundaries^  151.    Ante,  IX.  1. 

6.  Collusion,  90.    Estoppel,  L  2. 

7.  Second  conversion,  472.  Estoppel^ 
1.4. 

8.  Covin  of  plaintiff* to  fix  marshal  with 
an  escape,  516.    Escape,  1.  5. 

9.  Of  ceasing  to  be  cUrector  of  a  com- 
pany,  113.    Partnbr,  II. 

10.  Duress,  29,    Arrest,  IV.  4. 

11.  Extortion  by  sheriff's  officer,  494. 
BmUff.  II.  3. 

12.  Of  letter  having  been  sent,  598. 
Letters. 

13.  Of  mandate  to  bailiff;  477.  Bia^, 
III.  1. 

14.  Negligence  in  owner  of  stock,  437. 
Stock, 

15.  Execution  of  office,  76.  Penalties. 

16.  Payment  of  note,  593.  Pleading, 
XVIII. 

17.  Privity^  by  adoption  of  acts,  516. 
Escape,  I.  3. 

18.  Of  ratification  by  executor,  210. 
Distress,  I. 

XVI.  In  particular  cases. 

1.  To  connect  sheriff*  with  the  acts  of 
his  officer,  23.    Arrest,  IV.  4. 

2.  Whether  admission  of  illegal  evi- 
dence by  justices  be  a  sufficient 
ground  of  appeal,  609.  Poor,  XII.  1. 

3.  Copy  examinations,  679.  Poor 
X.  1. 

EXAMINA. 


.  EXAMINATION. 


FATHER. 
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EXAMINATION. 
Paupers.    Poor^  X. 

EXCEPTfONS,  BILL  OF. 
p.  S45  n.    Copyhdd^  III.  S. 

EXCOMMUNICATION. 

Conttanacy* 

EXECUTION. 

L  Capias.    Scire  Facias, 

II.  Taking  out  of  court  the  amount  re- 
turned, when  no  estoppel,  673.  Sheriffs 

n.2. 

EXECUTORS   AND  ADMINIS- 
TRATORS. 

I.  Probate;  relation,  310.    Distreu^  I. 
IL  Acts  by. 

1.  Ratification,  210.    Distress,  I. 

2.  Demand  by  one  of  several.     Coles 
V,  Bank  of'jSngland,  444. 

III.  How  far  bound  by  act  of  deceased. 

1.  Contract. 

Plaintifl^  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  C,  to  supply  him  with  a  ceKain 
quantity  of  slate  immediately ;  with  a 
certain  other  Quantity  monthly,  at  a 
fixed  price ;  and  with  any  further  quan- 
tity, monthly,, that  C.  might  require. 
C,  engaged  to  receive  the  slate,  not 
exceeding  200  tons  per  month;  and 
the  agreement  was  to  be  in  force  till 
1st  January  1838.        , 

Held,  that  plaintifis  might  sue  the 
administrator  of  C.  for  refusing  to  re- 
ceive slate  sent,  in  pursuance  of  the 
contract,  after  C's  death,  and  before 
the  1st  January  1838.  Wentworth  v. 
Cock,  42. 

2.  Gross  n^ligence,  437.    Siock, 


EXEMPTION. 

From  county  jurisdiction,  711. 
VLl. 

EXPENSES. 

Costs. 


Poor^ 


EXPLANATION. 
Guarantee. 

EXTORTION. 
By  sheriff's  officer,  494.    JSaUff^  IL  3. 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT, 
p.  582.    Bona  Fides,  I. 

FALSE  PRETENCES. 

Indictment  stated  that  defendant 
falsely  pretended  to  W.  that  he,  de- 
fendant, was  a  captain  in  the  East  India 
Company's  service,  and  "  that  a  certain 
promusory  note  which  he,"  the  defend- 
ant, "then  and  there  produced  and 
delivered  to"  W.,  '^purporting  to  be 
made  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  of 
21/."  (not  saying  by  whom  it  purported 
to  be  made,  nor  otherwise  describing 
it),  was  a  good  and  valuable  security 
for  21/.:  by  which  false  pretences  he 
obtained,  &c.  Whereas  defendant  was 
not  a  captain  in  the  company's  service, 
and  whereas  the  said  promissory  note 
which  he  then  and  there  produced  and 
delivered  to  W.  **  was  not  a  good  and 
valuable  security  for  the  sum  of  21/., 
or  for  any  other  sum."  Verdict, 
Guilty. 

Held,  on  writ  of  error,  that  the  in- 
dictment did  not  sufficiently  describe 
the  note,  or  shew  how  it  was  wanting 
in  value ;  and  that  a  conviction  could 
not  be  supported  on  the  representation 
as  to  the  defendant's  charBcter,because 
the  false  pretences  were  so  connected 
on  the  record,  that  one  could  not  be 
separated  from  the  other. 

Judgment  for  the  crown  reversed 
Regina  v.  Wickham,  34. 

FALSE  RETURN, 
p.  673.    iS%m^,n.  2. 

FATHER. 
Putative.    Poor,  XVI. 
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FEE& 


846 


FuJSSa 


FUNDS,  PUBLIC. 


FEES. 

p.  16f.       Wkneu,  II.      494.    Bail^, 
II.  3. 


FEIGNED  ISSUE. 
On  interpleader,  145.    Cotts,  III. 

FEME. 
Baron  and  Feme, 

FERRY, 
p.  706.    Poor,  VII.  2. 

FIAT. 
In  bankniptqr.    Bankrupt 

FI.FA. 
p.  675.    Sheriff,  II.  S. 

FILIATION. 
Poor,  XVL 

FINALITY. ; 
p.  587.    ArhUraiwn,  V.  2. 

FINE. 
On  renewals,  S56.    245  n.  CopyhM,  III. 

FIXTURES, 
p.  159.    Arbiiration,  I. 

FORFEITURE. 

L  Of  estate. 

1.  By  disclaimer. 

A  tenant  for  a  definite  term  of  years 
does  not  forfeit  his  term  by  orally  re- 
fusing, upon  demand  of  the  rent  made 
by  his  landlord,  to  pay  the  rent,  and 
claiming  the  fee  as  his  own.  Doe  dem. 
Graves  y.  WelU,  427. 

2.  Equitable  relief. 


In  an  action  of  ^ectment  on  a  for- 
feiture by  breach  ofcovenant  to  repur, 
the  Court  has  no  power  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings upon  terms,  if  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  does  not  consent.  Doe 
dem,  Mayhew  wAsfy,  71. 
II.  For  duty,  1 1 7.    Ctaiomt,  IIL 


FORGERY. 
Liability  of  bank  after,  457.    Stock. 

FRANCHISE. 
Waiyer  of,  477.    Bailif,  IIL  1. 

FRAUD. 

L  What  is. 

1.  Illusiye  deliyery  when  not,  472 
Ettoppel,  I.  4. 

2.  Concealment  of  contract,  with  re- 
ference to  bill  pending  in  parliament, 
795.    Statute,  IIL  1. 

II.  Particular  instances. 

1.  Of  agent,  516.    Escape,  I.  5. 

2.  Fraudulent  transfer,  457.    Stock. 
5.  Collusion  of  real  owner,  90.    JS»- 

toppel,  I.  2. 
4.  In  contract  for  withdrawing  oppo- 
sition to  a  railway  act,  793.  Statute, 
IIL  1. 

III.  Remedy. 

1.  Effect  of  gross  negligence,  457. 
Stock. 

2.  After  voluntary  payment^  82.  Com» 
potithn, 

TV.  Pleading,  784.    BUU,  VIII.  6. 
V*  Evidence. 

Of  fraudulent  indorsement,  106.  BUU, 
IX.  2. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 
Statute,yL 

FUNDS,  PUBLIC. 
Stock. 

GAOL. 


GAOL. 


GUARANTEE,  1. 1—5.      84T 


GAOL 

Costs  chargeable  to  town  oounc3. 

Under  Stat.  SScS  Wa.  e.  76.  t,  1 14., 
the  count;^  treasurer  may  order  the^ 
council  of  any  borough  within  the 
county,  having  separate  quarter  se»- 
sions,  to  pay  to  the  county  the  ex- 
pences  of  prisoners  committed  from 
such  borough  for  trial  at  the  assizes, 
and  confined  in  4he  county  ^1, 
though  such  prisoners  were  committed 
before  trial  to  the  borough  gaol,  not 
the  county  gaol,  and  were  not  confined 
in  the  county  gaol  till  after  the  bills 
against  them  were  found. 

And  such  order  may  be  made  with- 
out any  contract  between  the  borough 
and  county  justices. 

The  expences  are  to  be  estimated  by 
dividing  the  whole  expences  of  the 
gaol  according  to  the  number  of  pri- 
soners and  the  periods  of  their  con- 
finement, and  are  not  limited  to  the 
expences  incurred  in  respect  of  the  in- 
dividual prisoners.  Eegina  v.  Johnson, 
740. 


GAOLER. 
Remedies  against,  207.    Marthal. 

GENERAL  ISSUE. 
I.  By  statute,  652.    Plea,  IT.  ]. 
n.  Plea  amounting  to,  642.    Pi^a,IL2. 
IIL  Evidence  under  plea  o^  437.   Stock. 

GENERAL  RULES. 
RuUi  of  Court. 

GOODS  AND  CHATTELS. 
Fructus  industriales,  755.   Vendors,  11. 5. 

GRASS, 
p.  755.     Vendors,  IL  5. 

GROUNDS. 

L  Of  dismissal  of  complaint,  655.    As" 

sauU,  IL 
II.  Of  appeal.    Poor,  XII. 


GUARANTEE. 
L  Requisites. 

1.  Writing,  455.    Statute,  VI.  5. 

2.  Stamp,  509.    Post,  I.  5. 
5.  Consideration. 

Declaration  in  assiim|)sit,  that  de- 
fendant promised,  in  consideration  that 
plaintiffs,  at  his  request,  would  give  up 
to  Aim  a  certain  guarantee  of  10,000/.  on 
behalf  of  L,,  lYien  heUt  by  plahUijfi. 
Averment,  that  plaintifis  gave  up  the 
guarantee,  but  defendant  did  not  per- 
form his  promise.  ^  Plea,  that  the  gua- 
rantee was  a  promise  to  answer  for  the 
debt  of  another,  and  that  there  was  no 
agreement,  &c.  in  writing,  wherein 
any  sufficient  consideradon  was  stated 
(according  to  stat.  29  Car,  2.  e,  5.  s,  4.). 
And  that  the  supposed  guarantee  was 
contained  in  the  following  written  me- 
morandum, signed  by  ^fendant :  — 
<'  Messrs.  H.**  (the  plaintiffi).  **  In 
consideration  of  your  being  in  advance 
to  L.  in  the  sum  of  10/)Q0/.  for  the 
purchase  of  cotton,  I  do  hereby  give 
you  my  guarantee  for  that  amount  on 
this  beb^f.    J.  Br 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  on  demurrer,  that  the  words  of 
the  guarantee  did  not  necessarily  imnlv 
a  past  advance ;  and  that,  if  they  left 
it  even  doubtful  whether  a  future  ad- 
vance was  not  guaranteed,  a  promise 
made  in  consideration  of  giving  it  up 
was  valid.    But, 

Held  further,  that  at  all  events  it 
appeared  on  the  pleadings  that  the 
plaintifl^  had  delivered  something  to 
the  defendant,  on  the  faith  of  his  pro- 
mise, which  he  at  the  time  considered 
valuable,  and  this  being  so,  and  no 
fraud  imputed,  he  could  not  afterwards 
excuse  a  breach  of  the  promise,  by  ai- 
ling that  the  thing  given  up  waf  not 
of  the  value  he  had  supposed. 

Judgment  affirmed  on  error,  by  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber. 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Error,  that 
the  guarantee  did  not  necessarily  imply 
a  past  advance ;  and  that  the  pfaintifR^ 
on  a  trial,  mifiht  have  offered  evidence 
to  shew  that  future  advances  had  been 
contemplated. 

Held  also,  Mavle  B.  dubitante,  that 
the  paper  on  which  the  guarantee  was 
written  appeared  by  the  declaration 

and 
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and  plea  to  have  been  given  up  by 
plainttfi  to  defendant;  and  that  this 
alone  wai  consideration  for  a  promise. 
Held,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  that»  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  of 
fiict  raising  the  question,  whether  or 
not  the  above  guarantee  had  been  de- 
livered up,  the  guarantee  might  be 
given  in  evidence,  though  unstamped. 
Haighy,  BrooJ^  3O9. 

IL  Continiuition* 

The  following  guarantee  was  given 
to  the  firm  of  M,  and  jD.»  the  actual 
members  of  which  at  the  time  were 
M,,  JD,,  apd  N, : — "  G,  C.  is  desirous 
of  commencing  business  in  your  line, 
and  wants  the  usual  credit  for  six 
months :  if  you  think  well  to  supply 
him,  I  will  be  answerable  for  the 
amount  of  100^" 

Held,  that  on  JST.  withdrawing  from 
the  firm  (which  continued  under  the 
names  of  M.  and  i).]b  the  guarantee 
ceased ;  no  intention  appearing  on  the 
instrument  that  the  responsibility 
should  continue  after  such  change  in 
the  partnership.    Dr^  v.  Dooy,  30. 

III.  Pleading,  309.    Ante,  I.  3. 

IV.  Evidence:    parol  explanation,  309. 
ArU^.l.S. 

GUARDIAN. 
Ofunion^259.    736.  Poor,  II.  1.  IV.  2. 


HEIR. 

I.  Of  trustee,  proceeding  where  he  can- 
not be  found,  97S.    Siaiute,  XXII. 

II.  Proceedings  when  stayed  for  costs  of 
ancestor,  761.    Ejectment,  V.  I. 

HIGHWAY. 

I.  Turnpike  road:  action  against  trus- 
tees, 503.     Trespass,  I. 

II.  General  issue  by  statute,  632.    Plea, 
II.  1. 

HOLDER. 
Declarations  by,  106.    BilU,  IX.  2. 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
Baron  and  Feme, 


IDENTITY, 
p.  593.     Pleadn^  XVUL    682.  Poor, 

xn.  3. 

IGNORANCE. 

I.  Of  law,  460.    JBt^,II. 

II.  Of  fact,  437.    Stock.    Bona  Fukt, 
Scienter, 

m.  Of  justice,  that  witness  was  incom« 
petent,  699.    Poor,  XU.  1. 

IV.  As  an  excuse  for  want  of  particular- 
ity, 693.    Poor,  XII.  i. 

ILLEGALmr. 
When  not  cured,  570.    Arrest,  V.  1. 

ILLEGITIMATE. 
Poor,  XVI. 

IMMATERIAL  AVERMENTS. 
p.  593.     PUatUng,  XVllh 

IMPLICATION. 
I.  Of  authority,  27.     Broker,  L  1. 
IL  Averment  by,  71 9.    Sheriff,  IX.  2. 

III.  Ii\  notice  of  dishonour,*  1S5. 151  d. 
BiUs,Vl.l,3, 

IMPRISONMENT. 
Arrest, 

IMPROPRIATOR. 

Suit    for   subtraction    of    tithes,  218. 
Tithes. 

INCONSISTENCY. 
'  Repugnancy. 

INDEMNITY. 

I.  Want  of  writing,  453.    Statute,  VL  5. 
460.  BiUs,  II. 

II.  Annual  act,  335.    Dedaratkm^lll 

INDICTMENT. 
Criminal  Pleading. 

INDORSE- 


INDORSBMBNT. 


JOINT^?rOCK  COMPANY.  849 


INDORSEMENT. 
BUii. 

INDUCEMENT. 

I.  Rejection  of,  593.    Pleading,  XVIII. 

II.  In  indictments,  199.    Poor,  III. 

INFANT. 

Notice  of  action  by  prochein  amy,  ^17. 
CuMloms,  III. 

INFERENCE. 
L*When  refused,  527.    ArlfUration,  V. 
3.    591.  Railwe^,  III. 

II.  In  indictments,' 132.    Poor,  III. 

INFERIOR  COURT. 

Error   not  tried   on   mandamos,  248. 
Mandamui,  IV.  3. 

INFORMALITY.; 

Not  tried  on  return  to  mandamus,  248. 
Mandamutj  IV.  3. 


INFORMATION. 
Cnnanai  InformaHon,    Quo  Warranto. 

INSOLVENT. 

I.  Effect  of  assignment  on  action  pre- 
viously commenced. 

To  assumpsit  for  goods  sold,  &c,  it 
is  a  good  plea  in  bar  of  further  main* 
tenance,  &c.  that,  after  action  com- 
menced, plaintiff*  took  the  benefit  of 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  7  G.  4. 
c,  57.,  and  assigned  to  the  provisional 
assignee,  whereby  plaintiff  s  right  of 
action  vested  in  sucn  assignee. 

Replication  to  such  plea,  that,  after 
assignment,  the  provisional  assignee 
had  notice  of  such  suit,  and  permitted 
it  to  continue,  until  he  i^terwards 
(and  after  the  above  plea  pleaded)  as- 
signed to  other  assignees  appointed  by 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court;  that 
such  assignees  afterwards  had  notice  of 
the  suit,  and  assented  to  its  beine  con- 
tinued for  the  bene^t  of  the  crecutors ; 


and  that  it  is  so  continued  with  their 
consent  and  on  their  behalf  by  such  as- 
signees :  Held  bad  on  general  demur- 
rer. Swann  v.  Sutton^  623. 

II.  Effect  of  discharge. 

1.  On   attachment  for   costs,   761. 
Ejectment,  y.  1. 

2.  On  privies  in  interest,  761.   Eject-' 
mentyV.  1. 

III.  Pleading,  623.   Ante,  I. 


INTENTION. 
L  Of  testator,  228.    WiU^U. 

II.  To  return  after  escape,  516.  Escape, 
1.3. 

III.  When  it  must  be  alleged,  793.    Sta- 
tute, ILL  I. 

INTEREST. 

I.  Usurious,  675.    Usury, 

II.  From  what  date,  222.    Bills^  VII. 

III.  Of  witness,  606.    WUncss,  L  2. 

INTERPLEADER. 
Practice  and  costs,  145.    Costs,  III. 

INTERPRETATION. 
Construction. 


IRREGULARITY. 

I.  When  it  does  not  dispense  with  no- 
tice of  action,  1 88.    Notice,  II .  2. 

II.  Discharge  from  arrest  for,  how  far  it 
is  an  estoppel,  225.    Scire  Facias,  I. 

III.  Cured  during  same  sessions,  706. 
Poor,  VIL  2. 


ISSUE. 
In  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  218. 


Tithes, 


JOINT-STOCK  COMPANY. 
Partner 


JOINT 
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LANDLORD,  I^VT. 
rV.  Shewing  jurisdicdon,  655.    AjuntU^ 


I  iv.  cuiewmg  junsaicaon 
JOINT  TENANT.  |     U.    699.  Poor,  XU.  l 

I.  Fine,  958.  245  n.    Copyhold^  III.  1, 8. 

II.  Settlement,  270.    Poor^  VII.  3. 


JUDGE. 

I.  Power  to  amend,  609.    Amendment^  I. 

II.  Surrogate,  376.    Contumacy, 

JUDGMENT. 

I.  For  want  of  a  plea,  21 .    Plea^  h  S. 

II.  l.Non  obstante,  121.     Payment^iy. 
2.     590.  JSTtftfOiiCtf,  II.     616.  ^iffi,  V. 

2.  Time  of  moving  for,  516.    Escape^ 
1.3. 

in.  Sci.  fa.    Scire  Faciat, 

IV.  Effect. 

1.  In  eyidence,  493.  Pleading,  XYIIL 

2.  When  pleaded  in  estoppel,  765.  JS«- 
toppei,  III. 

V.  Pendency  of  writ  of  error,  763.    Es^ 
toppd.  III. 

JURISDICTION. 

I.  Over  frivolous  pleading,  17.  19.  21. 
Plca,L 

II.  To  give  equitable  relief,  71.    Far/eU- 
urt,  f.  2.    412.  Anntdly, 

III.  Of  lords  of  treasurer  in  compensation 
cases,  179.  374.  386.  SUUute^  XXXIV. 

3.  4,  5. 

ly.  When  it  must  be  shewn,  635.    At' 
sauU,  II.     699.  Poor,  XII.  1. 

V.  See  also  JutHcct,    Settioiu, 


JURY. 

L  Question  for,  236.    Copyhold,  IH.  1. 

II.  Verdict  how  altered,  92.  ArbUraiion^ 
IX.  1. 


JUSTICES. 

I.  Election  of  constable  by,  288.    Corn- 
stable. 

II.  Presumption,  635.    AstauU,  IL 

III.  Jurisdictibn  in  boroughs,  711.   Poor, 
VLl. 


V.  Certificate  of  dismisnl,  655.    Auadi^ 
II. 

VI.  Admisiion  of  illegal  evidence  by,  699. 
Poor,  XII.  1. 


KNOWLEDGE. 
Scienier.  • 

LACHES. 
In  real  owner,  437.    Stock,        ' 

LAND. 

Fructus  industriales  and  prima  vestora, 
753.     Vendors,  II.  3. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

I.  Tenancy,  how  created. 

N.,  having  no  title  to  certain  pre- 
mises, let  them  by  parol,  and  received 
rent.  Afterwards  another  claimant, 
j9.,  demanded  the  rent ;  and  jV.,  being 
satisfied  with  ^.'s  title,  informed  his 
tenant,  in  ^.'s  presence,  that  he  had 
given  up  the  premises  to  B,y  who  was 
now  the  landlord,  and  that  the  rent 
was  thenceforth  to  be  paid  to  B.  The 
tenant  acquiesced ;  and,  when  B»  de- 
manded the  next  quarter's  rent,  paid 
part  of  it  on  account :  Held,  that  the 
tenant  could  not  afterwards  set  up  the 
title  of  a  third  claimant  who  had  de- 
manded rent,  but  had  taken  no  step  to 
eject  him,  no  deception  by  any  of  the 
parties  having  been  suggested.  Hall  v. 
Btdler,  204. 

II.  Attornment:  by  mistake,  204.   Anie, 

III.  Tenant 

1.  Compensation  to,  3.   ConmenMoHon^ 
ILl. 

2.  Estoppel,  204.    Ant>,  1. 

IV.  Forfeiture. 

1.  For  breach  of  covenant  to  repair, 
71.     For/eilure,La, 

2.  Not  of  definite  term  by  oral  dis- 
claimer, 427.    Forfeiture^  1. 1. 

V.  Distress.    JHsireu, 

VI.  Notice  to  quit. 

By 
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By  railway  company,  5.  Compematicn, 
ILl. 

VIL  Arbitration;  fixtures,  159.  Arbitral 

VIU.  Evidence. 

1.  Parol  demise,  470.  Evidence,  VI.  1. 

2.  Incompetency  of  landlord  as  witness 
for  tenant.  6 1 9.    Evidence^  II.  S. 


LARGENESS. 
In  pleading,  652.    Plea,  II.  I. 

LEAVE  AND  LICENCE, 
p.  472.    Estcppel,L4. 

LEGAL  ESTATE. 
Conveyance  by  trustee,  272.     SkUuie, 

LETTERS. 

Plaintiff  gave  defendant  notice  to 

Eroduce  certain  specified  letters  written 
y  defendant  to  (lis  partner,  and  a  let- 
ter-book kept  by  him,  containing  copies 
of  the  above  letters;  and  defendant 
consented  to  adroit  copies  of  the  let- 
ters, saving  just  exceptions,  &c.,  and 
undertook  to  produce  the  letter-book 
in  proof  of  them. 

Held,  first,  that  the  book  when  pro- 
duced bv  defendant  was  good  secon- 
dary evidence  against  him  of  the  letters 
specified  in  the  notice :  secondly,  that, 
supposing  proof  of  the  sending  of  the 
letters  to  be  material,  the  fact  of  their 
being  transcribed  in  such  a  book  was 
evidence  of  it  as  against  defendant ; 
thirdly,  that  defendant  had  no  right  to 
read,  in  his  own  behalf,  other  fetters 
upon  the  same  subject,  copied  in  the 
same  book,  but  not  referrea  to  in  those 
read  by  the  plaintiff. 

Held  also,  that,  although  the  above 
letters  were  written  to  a  partner  resi- 
dent in  New  South  FPoilw,  Vet,  as  there 
had  been  proceedings  in  Chancery  be- 
tween the  same  parties  on  the  subject 
of  the  action  six  years  before  the  trial, 
in  the  course  of  which  the  letters  had 
been  referred  to^  the  Court  would  pre- 
sume that  they  had  been  remitted  to 
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England,  and  that  three  days' notice  to 
produce  them  was  therefore  sufficient. 
Held  also,  that,  the  object  of  the 
evidence  being  to  prove  adfrnissions  by 
defendant,  the  transcripts  in  the  book, 
made  by  defendant  or  by  his  authority, 
were  alone  sufficient  for  that  purpose, 
without  proving,  or  giving  notice  to 
produce,  the  originals.  Sturge  v.  Bi^ 
chammt  598. 


LEVY. 


p.  675.    Skerifi 

LIBEL. 

I.  In  an  offidal  notice,  188.  Notice,  IL  2. 

II.  Notice  of  action  in,  188.  Notice,  II.  2. 

LIBERTY, 
p.  477.    Pot/Jf,  in.  1. 

UBERUM  TENEMENTUM. 
p.  769.    Ettcppel,  III. 

LIS  PENDENS. 
Pendency  of  error,  763.    Estoppel^  III. 

LOCAL  ACT. 

I.  Notice  of  action  under,  188.    Notice, 

n.2. 

II.  See  Statute,  XLI.  —  XLIIL 

LORD. 
Of  manor.    Copyhold* 

LORDS  OF  THE  TREASURY. 
Compensation,  I. 

Losa 

Of  not  negotiable  note,  616.    BUlt,  V. 

MAGISTRATE. 
Juiiice. 

MALiaOUS  INJURIES. 
Summary  arrest,  582.    Bona  Fides, 

MAIN- 


•M    MAIMTENANCB,  I^m. 


MANDAMUS.  IV.  9*  4.  V. 


MAINTENANCE. 

I.  Separate,  47.    Baron  and  Feme^  III. 

II.  Of  wife's  children,  417.  Pow,  IX.  2. 

III.  or  bastard,  485.    Poor,  XVI. 

MALA  FIDES. 
Bona  Fidtt,    Staiuie,  UL 

MANDAMUS. 

I.  When  granted. 

1.  To  compel  the  completion  of  a 
public  work,  551.    Rmkoay^  III. 

9.  Notwithstandinff  another  remedy, 
531.    RaUw€nf ^nl. 

II.  When  refused,  or  return  confirmed. 

1.  To  hear  and  determine,  when  the 
tribunal  has  in  fact  heard  and  deter- 
mined 179.  374.  Statute,  XXXIV. 
4.5. 

8.  To  proceed  on  a  plaint  when  the 
Court  has  proceeded  to  judgment 
though  erroneous,  248,  Pcw^,lV.5, 

3.  Where  the  Court  of  Chancery  is 
better  able  to  deal  with  the  question, 
272.     Statute,  XXII. 

III.  In  particular  cases. 

1.  In  compensation  cases.  Compemor 
turn, 

2.  To  insert  names  on  burgess  roll,  66, 
Statute,  XXXIV.  1. 

3.  To  lord  of  manor  to  proceed  on 
plaint,  248.     Pott,  IV.  3. 

4.  To  lord  of  manor  to  accept  surren- 
der, 272.     Statute,  XXII. 

5.  To  hear  appeal,  685.    Poor,  X.  8. 

6.  To  levy'church-rate,  730.  Church- 
rate, 

7.  To  parish  officers  to  pay  to  treasurer 
of  union,  736.     Poor,  11.  1. 

IV.  Return. 

1.  Impossibility,  531.    RaUway,  III. 

2.  Particularity  in,  736.    Poor,  II.  1. 

3.  Of  variety  of  causes,  when  not  bad, 

Mandamus  to  the  lord  and  steward 
of  the  manor  of  O.  recited  that,  at  a 
manor  court  holden  before  the  steward 
in  Maif,  a  plabt  in  the  nature  of  a 


writ  of  right,  according  to  the  custom, 
&c.  was  presented  to  the  steward,  re- 
ceived by  him,  and  enrolled  in  the 
Court  rolls:  thai  at  a  co«rt  holden  in 
Augutt^  the  demandant  and  tenant  ap- 
peared, but  that  the  steward  refused  to 
proceed  upon  the  plaint;  and  the  man- 
damus commanded  the  lord  and  the 
steward  to  proceed  on  the  said  plaint. 

Return,  that  at  the  court  of  Augiut 
the  tenapt  objected  to  the  making  the 
plaint,  as  erroneous  and  irregular  on 
two  grou^ids ;  whereupon  it  was  con- 
sidered and  ordered  by  the  Court  that, 
for  those  errors,  the  plaint  and  pro- 
ceedings should  be  set  aside,  reversed, 
annulled,  and  altogether  held  for 
nothing;  and  that  the  Court  would 
take  no  farther  conusance  thereof; 
and  thereupon  the  plaint  and  proceed- 
ings were  set  aside  &c :  that,  notwith- 
standing, a  court  was  holden,  in  obe- 
dience to  the  mandamus,  in  the  October 
following  the  issuing  of  the  mandamus, 
whereat  the  tenant  contended  that, 
for  the  former  objections  and  another, 
the  plaint  presented  in  May  was  erro- 
neous and  irregular ;  and  upon  those 
grounds,  and  because  of  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  in  Augu^,  he  prayed 
that  the  plaint  might  be  held  for  no- 
thing, and  that  the  Court  would  take 
no  further  cognisance  thereof;  where- 
upon it  appeared  to  the  Court  that 
there  was  error  in  the  plaint  and  pro- 
ceedings, and  that  the  court  ought  not 
to  take  cognisance  or  proceed  thereon ; 
and  it  was  considered  and  adjudged 
that  the  plaint  and  proceedings  were 
rigbtlr  set  aside  at  the  Court  of  August, 
and  that  the  Court  ought  not  to  take 
further  cognisance  thereof. 

Upon  objection  that  the  return  was 
contradictory  and  repugnant,  as  shew- 
ing that  the  Court  proceeded  in  October 
upon  a  plaint  already  annulled,  and 
that  there  was  no  judgment  set  forth : 

Held,  that  the  return  was  good, 
inasmuch  as  there  was  no  contradic- 
tion, and  that  the  Court  appeared  to 
have  adjudged,*;  and  this  Court,  upon 
ihe  present  proceeding,  could  not  in- 
quire whether  or  not  uie  adjudication 
was  erroneous  or  informal.  Regjma  v. 
OldHaU,%A^. 
4.  When   quashed   on   motion,  736. 

Poor,  II.  1. 


V.  Practice. 


I.  On 
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1.  On  application  for  sereral  writ8.66. 
Statuie,  XXXIV.  1. 

3.  Certiunty  required  in   writ,  551. 
Railway^  III. 

3.  Objection  of  •'  no  demand,"  when 
to  be  taken,  551.    BaUway^  III. 

4.  On  concilium.    Begma  v.  St,  Mar" 
•  garet,  Leicester,  7  J2  n. 

VI.  Costs,  66.    StattUe,  XXXIV.  1. 

MANDATE. 

To  bailiff,  477.    JPai/j^',  IIL  1. 

MANOIl. 
L  Presentment,  151.    ICmdence^lX,  1. 

fl.  Proceedings  on  plaint  in  court  baron, 
S48.     jMandamui,  IV.  a*. 

III.  See  also  Copyhold. 

MARRIAGE. 
Baron  and  FemA, 

MARSHAL. 

The  summary  remedy  given  by  stats. 
3  G.  8.  c,  2%.^$.  6.  and  39  6'.  3.  c.  88. 
«.  11.  to  a  prisoner  for  an  abuse  com- 
mitted b^  a  gaoler,  &c.  in  hii  office,  is 
cumulative;  therefore  the  C'Ourt  will 
not  stay  proceedings  in  an  tiction  of 

^  'trespass  commenced  by  a  pris  oner  for 
such  abuse. 

But  semhle,  if  the  prisoner  Assorts  to 
hb  summary  remedy,  and  obt^iins  the 
decision  of  the  Court  thereon,  he  will 
not  be  permitted  afterwards  to  bring 
an  action  for  the  same  cause.  Yorke 
V.  Chapman^  207. 

MASTER  AND  SERVAN1\ 

I.  Servant,  who  is  not,  646.     Wrd^^k, 

II.  Settlement,  693.    Poor,  XIL  4. 

MATERIALITY. 

In  examinations  and  notices^  68 5»  693* 
Poor,  X.  8.    XU.4. 


MEMORANDA. 


p.i. 


MEMORIAL. 
AtmuUy. 

MESNE  PROFITS. 

I.  Pleading,  763.    Estoppel,  III. 

II.  Effect  of  writ  of  error  on  the  judg- 
ment in  BjectmeiU,  763.  Estoppel,  HI. 

in.  Possesuon,  763.    Estoppel,  III. 

MINUTES. 
Of  tenns,  470.    Evidence,  VI.  1 . 

MISCONDUCT. 
L  Of  sberiTs  officer,  95.    Arrest,  IV.  4. 
II.  Of  real  owner,  90.    Ettoppel,  L  3. 

MISTAKE. 

I.  Of  testator  as  to  facts,  388.     WiU, 

II.  Effect  of  acquiescence  and  payment 
of  rent  by,  804.  Landlord  and  Te- 
nant,!. 

III.  When  not  remediable  by  mandamus, 
179.    Statute,  XXXIY.  4. 

IV.  Bona  fides.     Bona  Fides. 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 
AisvmipsU,  V. 

MONEY  PAID. 
Assumpsit,  VI. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION. 

I.  Boundaries. 

Effect  of  their  not  being  conterminous 
with  parish,  711.    Poor,  VI.  1. 

II.  Qualifications  of  buigesses. 
Payment  of  rates,  66.  iSlto/ti^,  XXXIV. 

1. 

III.  Revision. 

Costs    of   impugning,    66.      Statute^ 
XXXIV.  1. 

IV.  Elections  in  council. 
Mode  of  voting,  171.  <S^a/«/e,  XXXIV. 


3. 


V.  Aldermen. 
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y.  Aldermen. 

1.  Election  of,  171.  Staitde^  XXXIV. 
2. 

2.  Criminal  informadon,  how  not  to 
be  defended,  281.  Statute,  XXXVL 

S.-'Declaration  in  lieu  of  sacramental 
test,  53S.    Bedaratkn,  III. 

VI.  Councillor. 
Quo  warranto,  how  not  to  be  defended, 
281.    ^te^ufe,  XXXVL 

VIL  Town  council. 

1.  Not  perpetually  identical,  281.  Sta- 
/frfir,  XXXVI. 

2.  May  question  acts  of  previous  coun- 
d],28l.    StaiuU.XKXWh 

VIII.  Quarter  sessions. 
Jurisdiction,  711.    Poor,  VI.  1 . 

IX.  Treasurer. 

Order  direcdng  a  payment  removed 
and  quashed  after  audit  of  accounts 
and  resignation  of  office,  281.  Sta^ 
ttite,  XXXVI. 

X  Clerk  of  the  peace. 

Deputy,  76.    Penakiet. 

XI.  Town  clerk. 

1.  Appointment  of  deputy,  76.  Pe- 
naitiei. 

2.  Grounds  of  dismissal,  374.  Statute, 
XXXIV.  5. 

5.  Effect  of  temporary  re-appointment, 
986.     Statuie,  XXXIV.  5. 

XII.  Compensation.  Statute^XKXlV.s, 
4,  5.     Compeniotion,  I. 

XIII.  Borough  fund. 

To  what  purposes  not  applicable,  281. 
Statute,  XXXVI. 

XIV.  Costs  of  prisoners  committed  for 
trial  at  assizes,  740.    Gaol, 

XV.  Certiorari. 

To  remove  orders  of  previous  town 
council,  281.    Statute,  XXXVI. 


MUTILATION. 
Of  document,  151.    Evidence^  IX.  1 . 

NAME. 
In  indictments,  132.    Poor,  III. 


NEGLIGENCE. 

I.  Estoppel  by,  437.    Stock. 

IL  Of  sheriff;  719.    S^erif,  IX.  2. 
III.  By  ministerial  officer,  646.    Wreck. 

NEW  ASSIGNMENT, 
p.  472.     Eitoppel^  I.  4. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

After  verdict  of  not  guilty.   Regina  v. 
Leigh,  398. 

Nlfil  PRiua 

Amendment,  609.    Amendment,  I. 

NON-FEASANCE, 
p.  646.     Wretjk, 

NONJOINDER, 
p.  113.    Partner,\l. 

NOT  GUILTY. 
Evidence  under  plea  of,  437.   Stock. 

NOTE. 
Bilk. 

NOTICE. 
L  1.  Acting  with,  82.     CompoiUiaH. 
2.  Of  rules  of  office  when  presumed, 
162.     Wiineu,ll. 

II.  Of  8.ction. 

l.'Bv  prochein  amy,  117.     Custowtj 

2.  V/hen  it  must  be  absolute. 

\^^ere  a  clause  in  a  statute  (50  G.  3. 
c.  c]dix.  «.  105.,  local  and  personal, 
publlic)  required  thirty  days'  notice  of 
action  for  any  thing  done  in  pursu- 
anc  e  of  it,  and  enabled  the  party  com-  ^ 
nlaftned  of  to  tender  amends  for  any 
imegularit^ :  Held,  that  a  letter  written 
to  uie  defendant,  who  justified  under 
the  act,  requesting  him  to  commu- 
{  nicate  the  names  of  certain  parties, 
aiid  statii^  that,  unless  the  request 
was  complied  with,  the  plaintiff  would 

«take 
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nst  him  accord- 
ient  notice  with- 


I'take 

inglv,'*  was  not  a 
in  the  statute. 

The  act  authorised  trustees,  upon 
complaint  of  any  inhabitant,  and  «  due 
investigation/'  to  order  'Vany  pigstye, 
necessary,  or  nuisance,**  in  or  near  the 
streets,  &c.  to  be  removed  within 
seven  days  after  notice  in  writing  to 
the  occupier  of  the  premises  wherein 
such  nuisance  was  situate.  The  trus- 
tees issued  such  a  notice  to  the  plain^ 
tifi^  imputing  that  he  kept  a  brothel^ 
and  ordering  him  to  discontinue  such 
nuisance.  Plaintiff  thereupon  brought 
an  action,  as  for  a  libel,  against  the 
clerk  who  signed  the  notice:  Held, 
that  he  was  entitled  to  notice  of  action 
under  the  above  clause,  although  it 
did  not  appear  that  there  had  been 
either  complaint  or  investigation  before 
the  issuing  of  the  order. 

Sembie,  a  brothel  is  a  nuisance  within 
the  meaning  of  such  an  enactment, 
per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  at  Niti  Pritu, 
Norrm  Y,  SmUh,  188. 
5.  When  not  dispensed  with  by  irre- 
gularity in  bon&  fide  proceedings, 
188.    Ante^  2. 
4.  Bona  fides  entitling  to,  582.     Bona 
Fides,  I. 

III.  To  produce. 

1.  When  necessary,  597  n.    Bills,  IX. 
6. 

2.  When  in  sufficient  time,  598.    LeU 
ters. 

3.  When  not  necessary,  598.  Letters. 

IV.  Other  legal  notices. 

1.  To  justices,  of  meeting  to  elect  chief 
constable,  288.     Constable. 

2.  Of  filiation,  423.    Poor,  XVI. 

3.  Of  grounds  of  appeal,  417.    Poor, 
IX.  2. 

4.  Of  dishonour.    Bills,  VL 

5.  To  quit.    Landlord  and  Tenant,  VI. 

6.  To  admit  copies,  215.    CosU,  IV.  1. 

V.  In  pleading  fraud, 784.  Bills,yilL  6. 

NUISANCE. 

I.  A  brothel,  188.    Notice,  II.  2. 

II.  Plea  doming  easement. 

Case  for  annoying  plaintiff  in  the 
enjoyment  of  his  house,  by  causing 
Vol.  X. 
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offensive  smells  to  arise  near  to,  in, 
and  about  it  Plea,  enjoyment  as  of 
right  for  twenty  years  of  a  mixen  on 
defendant's  land  contiguous  and  near 
to  plaintiff's  house,  whereby,  during 
all  that  time,  offensive  smells  neces- 
sarily and  unavoidably  arose  from  the 
said  mixen.     On  a  traverse  of  the 

S*;ht,  the  defendant  had  a  verdict, 
eld,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  and  plain- 
tiff entitled  to  ludgment  non  obstante, 
for  that  it  did  not  shew  a  right  to 
cause  offensive  smells  in  the  plaintiff's 
premises,  nor  that  any  smells  had  in 
fact  been  used  to  pass  beyond  the 
limits  of  defendant's  own  land.  Itighl 
v.  Thomas,  590. 

NURTURE. 
Children  within  age  of,  417.  Poor,  IX;  2. 

^      OBJECTION. 

I.  On  face  of  order,  417.    Poor,  IX.  2. 

II.  IHme  of  taking,  531.    RaUway,  III. 

III.  Omission  to  object,  437.    ^ock. 

IV.  To  evidence  before  justices,  when  too 
late,  699.    Poor,  XII.  1. 

V.  When  to  be  disclosed  in  return  to 
mandamus,  736.    Poor,  II.  1. 

VI.  Refusal  on  a  different  ground,  457. 
Stock. 

OCCUPIER, 
pp.  259.270.     Poor,  IV.  2.    VII.  3. 

OFFENCE. 
Criminal  Law. 


OFFICE. 

I.  Tenure. 

1.  Incidental  to   another  office,  76. 
Penalties. 

2.  As  deputy,  76.    Penalties, 

II.  Nature. 

1.  Collector  of  customs,  646.    Wreck. 

2.  Municipal.  Municipal  Corporation. 

III.  Admission. 

1.  Order  of  ceremonies,  335.    DedO' 
ration,  IIL 

5  L  s.De- 
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PARTNER»LIL 


2.  Declaration  in  lieu  of  sacramental 
test,  355.    Deciaration,  III. 

IV.  Avoidance. 

By  omission  of  preliminaries^  5  J5.  De^ 
cUtratflon^  III. 

V.  Annual  Indemnity  Act. 

Not  applicable  where  no  admission, 
335.    Declaration,  III. 

VI.  Penalties. 

For  acting  as  attorney  at  sessions  where 
he  executed  ofEce  of  deputy  clerk 
of  the  peace,  76.    Penaliies, 

VII.  Liabilities. 

Action  for  non-feasance,  646.     Wreck* 

OFFICER. 
Office, 

OFFICIAL  ASSIGNEE, 
p.  149.    Scire  Faciat,  IL 

OFFICIAL  PRINCIPAL, 
p.  576.     Contumacjf. 

ONUS  OF  PROOF. 
Evidence,!. 

OPENING. 
Of  fiat,  464.    Bankrupt,  V. 

ORAL  TRANSACTION. 
SUUute^  VI. 


ORDER. 

I.  Of  Poor  Law    Commissioners,   152. 
Poor,  III. 

IL  In  bastardy.    Poor,  XVI. 

III.  Objection  on  face  of,  417.    Poor, 
IX.  2. 

IV.  Execution  of,  when  presumed,  ^98. 
Settfert, 

V.  When  evidence,  598.    Sewers. 


OWNER. 

p.  90.  472.  Estoppel,  L  2,  4.  457. 
Stock. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD, 
p.  417.   423.   Poor^  IX.  2.     XVI. 

PARISH. 

I.  Evidence  of  boundary,  151.  Evidence, 
IX.  1. 

II.  See  also,  (^urt^-rate.    Poor, 

PARLIAMENT. 

I.  Contract  by  member  for  the  protectioa 
of  his  own  interests,  795.  StaUUe, 
III.  1. 

IL  Fraud  upon,  793.    Statrnte^  III.  1. 

PAROL. 

Evidence,  VL    Statyie^Vi: 

PARTICULARITY. 

I.  In  indictments,  34.     False  Pretences. 

II.  In  return  to  mandamus,  736.  Poor, 
ILl. 

III.  In  poor  appeals.    Poor,  X.  XII. 

IV.  In  case  reserved,  706.    Poor,  VII.  2. 

PARTIES. 

Evidence  of  proper  joinder,  113.  Poii- 
ner,  11. 

PARTNER. 

I.  Change  in  firm. 

How  it  effects  a  guarantee,  30.     Gua- 
rantee,  II. 

II.  Management  by  directors. 

Authority  how  proved. 

The  directors  of  a  private  company, 
formed  under  a  deed  of  settlement, 
sued  upon  a  contract  made  with  them- 
selves as  directors.  On  the  trial  it 
appeared  that  there  was  another  direc- 
tor, 
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tor,  not  named  as  plaintaflT,  who  had 
beoome  bankrapt,  and  had  ceased  and 
declined  to  act,  or  attend  the  board  of 
directors,  when  the  contract  was  made. 
Held  Con  non-assumpnt),  that  the 
plaintiffs  ought  to  have  produced  the 
deed  to  shew  that  they  had  authority, 
in  the  character  of  directors,  to  sue  for 
the  company ;  and  also  to  shew  that 
the  ofEce  of  director  was  determined 
by  bankruptcy,  or  by  voluntarily  ceas- 
ing to  act    Phelpg  v.  LyU^  113. 

ni.  Authority  to  sue,  113.    Anti^  II. 
IV.  As   to   gaining  a  settlement,  S70. 
Poor,  VII.  5. 


PAYMENT. 

L  Voluntary,  when  not  re-opened,  88. 
ComposUion, 

II.  Effect. 

1.  Without  authority,  €6.  SkUuUt 
XXXIV.  1. 

S.  Of  compensation,  503.  Tre^ass,  I. 

III.  Incidents. 

Production  and  redelivenr  of  security, 
593.  Pleading,  XVIII.  616.  JBiUt. 
V. 

IV.  1.  Plea  of,  593.     PieaMng,  XVIU. 

2.  When  bad  after  verdict. 

In  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  various 
debts,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  500/., 
the  declaration  admitted  pavment  of 
]58/.  on  account,  and  alleged  that  the 
residue  remained  unpaid,  to  plaintiffs 
damage  of  200/.  Plea,  as  to  the  said 
residue,  that  defendant  paid,  and 
pluntifT  accepted,  6/.  10«.  in  full  satis- 
faction thereof,  and  of  all  causes  of 
action  in  respect  thereof.  The  repli- 
cation denied  the  payment  in  satisfac- 
tion, and,  upon  issue  joined,  the  jury 
found  for  defendant. 

Held,  that  the  plea,  alleging  the  ac- 
ceptance of  a  less  in  satisfaction  of  a 
larger  sum,  was  bad  after  verdict ;  and 
that  pluntiff*  was  entitled  to  judgment 
non  obstante  veredicto.  Down  v.  Hat" 
cher,  121. 


PEACE. 
Articles  of  the,  47.  JSa9:an  and  Feme,  III. 
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PEER. 
ParGamgnt,  - 


PENALTIES. 

Debt  for  penalties  under stat. 22  G.2. 
c.  46.  «.  14.,  for  acting  as  attorney  at 
the  sessions  of  the  peace  where  defend- 
ant **  executed  the  office  **  of  deputy 
clerk  of  the  p^ce.  Plea,  not  guilty. 
Held,  that  plaintiff'  was  bound,  upon 
this  issue,  to  prove  the  actual  exercise 
of  the  office  bv  defendant ;  and  that  a 
finding  by  the  jury  that  defendant 
''had  never  acted"  as  such  deputy, 
n^tived  the  charge  in  the  declar- 
ation. 

The  town  clerk,  to  whose  office  that 
of  clerk  of  the  peace  had  usually  been 
incident,  appointed  defendant  his  de- 
puty in  the  office  of  town  clerk.  Held, 
that,  for  the  purpose  of  this  action,  de- 
fendant was  not  deputy  derk  of  the 
peace;  and  Memile,  that  even  if  the 
appointment  made  him  such  deput]^, 
he  was  not  liable  to  the  penalties  if 
he  abstained  from  acting,  and  the 
duties  of  clerk  of  the  peace  were  always 
performed  by  the  principal  in  person. 
Faulkner  v.  CheveU,  76. 


PERFORMANCE, 
p.  50.     Vendors,  11.  2. 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 
Rateability  of,  157.    Poor,  IV:  1. 

PETITIONING  CREDITOR, 
p.  464.    Bankrupt,  V. 

PETTY  BAG  OFFICE. 

Production  of  documents  from,  162.  Wit" 
nctf,  II. 

PLACE. 

L  In  grounds  of  appeal,  882.  Poor,  XII. 
3. 

n.  In  pleading.    Pleadingy  XVI. 

3  L  2  PLEA. 
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PLEADING,  L H.l. 


PLEA. 
I.  Frivolous. 

1.  When  not  set  aside. 

In  an  action  by  indorsee  against  ac- 
ceptor, defendant  pleaded  that  he  had 
no  notice  of  the  indorsement ;  that  he 
did  not  promise  to  pay;  and  that  plain- 
tiff had  not  paid  the  whole  consider- 
ation. The  Court  refused  to  set  aside 
the  plea  as  a  nullity  upon  motion. 
Where  a  plea  is  clearly  frivolous, 
,  the  Court  wdl  set  it  aside,  although 
the  defendant  is  not  under  terms  to 
plead  issuably.    Homer  v.  Keppel^  1 7. 

9.  When  set  aside. 

Action  on  two  bills  of  exchange  by 
indorsee  against  acceptor.  Plea,  as 
to  one  bill,  no  consideration  between 
drawer  And  defendant ;  as  to  the  other, 
no  consideration  paid  by  plaintiff  to 
defendant.  The  Court  set  aside  the 
pleas  with  costs,  and  allowed  plaintiff 
to  sign  judgment,  though  defendant 
was  not  under  terms.  KnowUi  v. 
Bfirward,  19. 

5,  When  treated  as  a  nullity. 

Debt  on  bond  against  A,  and  B, 
Defendant  A,j  beine  under  terms  to 
plead  issuably,  pleaded  that  plaintiff 
ou^ht  not  fwiher  to  maintain  his 
action,  because  defendants  were  in 
partnership  as  attomies,  and,  after  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  in  consi- 
deration that  defendant  A^  at  the  re- 
quest of  pbiintiff  and  of  defendant  B.^ 
would  dissolve  partnership,  plaintiff 
agreed  to  forbear  all  further  proceed- 
ings in  the  action;  and  the  partnership 
was  dissolved  accordingly.  Plaintiff 
signed  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea. 
On  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment, 
the  Court  discharged  the  rule  with 
costs.  Blackburn  v.  Edwards,  21. 
IL  Defects. 

1.  Bad  in  part  when  bad  altogether. 

Debt  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
money  had  and  received,  and  on  an 
account  stated.  Plea,  nil  debet  (pleaded 
before  Keg.  Gen.  TVin.  1  Vict,  requir- 
ing the  words  *^  by  statute").  Special 
.  demurrer.  Held  that,  since  the  new 
rules  of  pleading,  the  plea  could,  under 
no  circumstances,  be  good  as  to  the 
last  count;  and  that,  being  pleaded  to 


the  whole  declaration,  it  was  bad  for 
the  whole.    Calnert  y.Moggs,  652» 
2.  Amounting  to  general  issue. 

Assumput  for  money  paid.  Pic*, 
that  the  monev  was  paid  by  plaintiff 
as  agent  for  defendant,  in  the  purchase 
of  railway  shares ;  that  plaintiff  there- 
upon received  certificates  of  the  tide 
of  said  sliares,  and  ought  to  have  de- 
livered them  to  defendant,  but  refused 
to  do  so,  and  afterwards  wrongfully 
converted  them  to  his  own  use,wfaHerel^ 
the  shares  and  certificates  became  lost 
to  defendant :  Held,  that  the  plea  was 
bad,  inasmuch  as  it  either  amounted 
to  the  general  bsue,  or  alleged  matter 
that  was  no  avoidance  of  the  contract, 
but  only  a  ground  of  cross^ction. 
Francit  v.  Baker,  642. 

in.  Particular  pleas. 

1.  General  issue  by  statute,  652.  Anti^ 
IL  1. 

2.  Denying  bona  fides,  784.  BaOt, 
VIII.  5. 

5,  Nil  debet,  since  new  rules,  632. 
Ante,  IL  1. 

4.  Dismissal  by  justices,  635.  AuavU, 
u. 

5.  Election  on  vacancy  by  refusal  to 
make  declaration,  535.  Dedara^ 
Hon,  III. 

6.  Statute  of  Frauds,  309.  Guarantee, 
L3. 

7.  Lib.  ten.,  763.    Eitoppel,  III. 

8.  Not  possessed,  90.    763.  EMtoppeL 

L2.  In. 

9.  Previous  satisfiiction,  181.  Payment, 
IV.  2.  225.  Scire  Faciat,  L  505. 
Trespass,  L 

10.  Right  to  cause  smells  in  alieno 
solo,  590.    Nuisance,  U. 

11.  See  also  EstoppeL  Frond,  In' 
solvent. 


PLEADING. 

I.  Rule  that  the  pleading  must  be  an 
answer  to  the  whole. 
What  objection  to  the  opposite  plead- 
iiig  sufficient,  763.    Estojytel,  ill. 

IL  Rules  as  to  defective  pleading. 
1.  Bad  as  to  part,  when  bad  for  the 
whole,  652.    Plea^U.!. 

2.  Estoppel 


PLEADING,  II.  2— XV.  J,  2. 

2.  Estoppel  by  first  fiuilt,  632.  Pka^ 
II.  1. 

III.  Frivolous.    Plea^  I. 

IV.  Inducement 

1.  When  it  may  be  rejected.  593.  Poii* 
XVUI. 

2.  Efiect  of  omitdng  matter  of,  719. 
Sheriff,  IX.  2. 

V.  Traverse,  of  cumulative  allegation, 
23.     JiTtfi^,  IV.  4. 

VL  Argumentativeness :  plea  amoundng 
to  general  issue^  642.   rUa^  II.  2. 

VII.  Colour,  763.    Esi€ppel,  III. 

VIII.  Particularity. 

1.  When  not  required,  22S,  Scire 
Facias,!, 

2.  In  claim  of  easement,  590.  JViii- 
sance,  II. 

9.  In  shewing  grounds  of  dismissal  by 

justices,  635,    Assault^  IL 
4.  In  declaration   for  n^lecting   to 

arrest, 719.    Sheriff,lX.a, 

IX.  Certunty. 

1.  In  plea  in  excuse,  that  the  facts 
wouM  otherwise  have  been  an  an- 
swer, 516.     Eicape,  I.  3. 

2.  In  writ  of  mandamus,  531.  RaU- 
way,  HI. 

X.  Implication, 719.  Sheriff,lX,2.  763. 
Estoppel,  III. 

XI.  Admission  by  pleading  over. 

1.  By  replying  circumstances  qualifying 
a  refusal,  335.    Dedaraium,  III. 

2.  By  replication  de  injuri&,  593. 
Post,  XVIII. 

3.  By  plea  of  lib.  ten.,  763.  Estoppel^ 
111. 

4.  See  also  Evidence,  XIL 

XII.  Authority:  jurisdiction,  635.  Js' 
sttuit^U, 

XIII.  Notice,  in  plea  of  fraud,  784. 
7?ifl'#,VIII.5. 

XIV.  Intendon,  when  necessary  to  be 
alleged,  516.  Escape^  I.  3.  793.  Sta- 
tute, III.  1. 

XV.  Time. 

1.  In  plea  in  excuse,  516.  Escape, 
1.3. 

2.  In  charging  default,  719.  Sheriff 
IX.  2. 
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3.  Included  in  plea  of  not  possessed, 
763.    Estopp^,lU, 

XVL  Place. 

1.  In  plea  of  user,  590.  Nuisance,  II. 

2.  Presumption  firom  venue.    Skusey, 
Davis,  63S, 

XVII.  Allegation  of  damage,  719.  She^ 
riff,  IX.  2. 

XVIII.  Surplusage. 
When  it  may  be  rejected. 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  b^ 
indorsee  against  maker.  Plea,  that  it 
was  delivered  by  defendant  to  the  in- 
dorser  J,,  to  enable  him  to  take  up  a 
former  note,  also  made  payable  by  de- 
fendant to  J,,  for  the  accommodation 
of  J.,  and  by  him  indoned  to  plaintiff; 
and  that,  aner  the  note  declared  on 
became  due,  the  amount  was  paid  to 
plaintiff  by  defendant.  Repbcation, 
de  injuri&  generally. 

Held,  that  the  averment,  introduc- 
toiy  to  the  pa;^ent  of  the  last  men- 
tioned note,  might  be  rejected  as  sur- 
plusage; that  the  payment  only  need 
be  proved;  and  that  such  payment 
might  be  shewn  without  producing 
the  note  itself. 

Held  also,  that,  in  an  action  b^  plain- 
tiff  on  the  first  note,  a  verdict  and 
judgment  for  defendant  on  the  above 
issue  would  not  be  pleadable  in  bar, 
nor  evidence  of  any  immaterial  state- 
ments in  the  plea;  for  that  the  repli- 
cation only  put  in  issue  material  alle- 
gations.   Shearm  v.  Bumard,  593. 

XIX.  In  particular  cases.  See  Escape, 
Mesne  Profits,  Parliaments  Sheriff 
Stock. 

XX.  In  particuhir  courts. 
Ecclesiastical  court,  218.    Tithes, 

PLEADING,  CRIMINAL. 
Criminal  Pleading, 

POLL. 

Election, 

POOR. 

I.  Poor  Law  Commisrioners.  Indict- 
ment for  not  accounting  pursuant  to 
their  rules,  132.    Post,  IH. 

3  L  3  {I.  Go- 
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n.  Gorennneiit  by  board  ofgntntimw. 

1.  Appointment  how  ^puted  oo  re- 
turn to  mandamus. 
Mandamus  to  the  officers  of  a  parish 
included  in  an  nnion  (formed  under 
4  &  5  FT.  4.  c.  76.  «.  S6.)  reciting  the 
due  appointment  of  certain  persons  to 
be  ffuardians  of  the  poor  of  the  union, 
and  directing  them  to  pay  a  sum,  out 
of  the  poor-rates  collected  by  them,  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  union.  Return, 
that  the  said  supposed  guardians  were 
not,  nor  were  any  of  them,  duly  ap- 
pointed under  the  provisions  of  the 
act,  &c.;  and  chat,  at  the  issuing  of 
said  writ,  the  said  supposed  guardians 
therein  mentioned  wore  not,  nor  were 
any  of  them,  guardians  of  the  poor  of 
the  said  union. 

Held,  that  the  return  was  insuffident 
for  not  distinctly  setting  fiorth  any  de- 
fect in  the  appointment;  and  the  re- 
turn was  quashed  on  motion,  and  a 
peremptory  mandamus  awarded.  Re^ 
gina  T.  Si.  Andrew  and  St.  George, 
736. 

9.  Signature  of  notice  of  filiation,  4S  J. 

Pott,  XM. 
S.  Auditor,  132.    Pott,  III. 
ni.  .GYerseers'  accounts. 

An  indictment  against  overseers  on 
sect.  47.  of  Stat.  4  &  5  IF.  4.  c.  76.,  for 
not  accounting  to  the  auditor  of  a 
union,  upon  request,  on  a  day  ap- 
pointed by  him,  is  bad  unless  it  appear 
that  there  was  some  rule,  order,  or  re- 
gulation of  the  commissioners  that  the 
overseers  should  account  upon  such 
request. 

Where  no  such  order,  &c.  is  alleged, 
the  indictment  cannot  be  sustained 
after  verdict,  merely  because  it  ap- 
pears, by  inference,  or  the  inducement, 
that  defendants  have  not  in  hct  ac- 
counted for  one  whole  quarter. 

Upon  such  indictment  it  is  sufficient, 
at  least  after  verdict,  to  sdlege  the  or- 
der to  have  been  made  by  '*  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners  for  England  and 
Walety*  without  naming  each  commis- 
sioner ;  and  to  state,  that  a  copy  of  the 
order  under  seal,  &c.  was  '*  duly  sent" 
to  the  overseers,  without  alleging  ac- 
tual service  of  it  on  them.  Per  Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  and  Patteton  J. 

Quaere,  whether  disobedience  of  an 
order  of  the  commissioners  to  account 


be  indictable  under  sect  98.,  before 
the  third  offi^nce  ?  Regmaf.Crottiejf, 
138. 

rV.  Phiperty  rateable. 

1.  Stock  in  trade. 

The  parochial  assessment  act,  6  & 
7  W.  4.  c.  96.,  does  not  alter  the  law 
as  to  the  rateability  of  personal  pro- 
perty ;  therefore  a  [)Oor-rate  made  after 
the  statute,  omittipg  stock  in  trade 
which  yields  a  profit  in  the  parish,  is 
liable  to  be  quashed  on  appeal.  RegiMa 
V.  Jjunudaine,  157. 

See  also,  711.  Pott,  VI.  1.,  and  the 
temporary  act,  S  &  4  Fir/,  c,  89. 

2.  Union  workhouse. 

The  guardians  of  an  union  formed 
under  stat.  4  &  SW.  4.  c.  76.  «.  26., 
comprehending  the  parish  of  M,  and 
others,  built  a  worknouse  in  M.  for 
the  employment  of  the  poor,  under 
4&51V.4.  c.  76.  t,  23. 

Held,  that  the  guardians  were  rate- 
able in  the  parish  of  AT.,  as  occupiers 
of  the  workhouse.  Regina  v.  WaUmg^ 
ford  Union,  259. 

V.  Payment  of  rates. 

1.  By  third  party  without  authority, 
66.    Statute,  XXXIV.  1. 

2.  Settlement  by,  how  described,  682. 
Pott,  XII.  3. 

VI.  Appeal  against  rate. 
1.  Jurisdiction. 

Before  the  passing  of  sUU  s  & 
6  9F.  4.  C.76.  (Municipal  Corporation 
ActX  the  borough  of  B,  bad  a  quar- 
ter session  and  four  justices,  but  no 
noD-intromittant  clause.  The  parish  of 
B.  was  wholly  within  the  junsdiction 
of  the  borouph  iustices,  though  part 
only  was  withm  the  borough ;  and  both 
parish  and  boroufh  were  within  the 
county  of  S,  By  the  operation  of  that 
act,  part  only  of  the  parish  was  included 
withm  the  new  boundary  of  the  bo- 
rough, and  neither  the  recorder  nor 
the  borough  justices  had  any  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  rest  of  the  parish.  Since 
that  act  there  were  separate  quarter 
sessions  and  seven  justices  for  tne  bo- 
rough. The  overseers  of  the  parish 
made  one  poor-rate  for  the  whole^ 
which  was  duly  allowed  by  justices, 
both  of  the  county  and  boroush.  An 
iphabitfrnt  and  occupier  of  tand  in 

the 
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the  part  out  of  the  borough  appealed 
i^aiust  the  rate,  on  the  ground  that 
certvn  inhabitanta  of  the  part  within 
the  borough  vere  not  rated  in  respect 
of  stock  in  trade. 

Held,  that  the  county  sesnons  had 
jurisdiction  to  try  the  appeal,  and  to 
amend  the  rate  by  inserting  the  stock 
in  trade;  for  that  the  county  justices 
had  jurisdiction  by  virtue  of  I  G.  4. 
c.  56.,  before  the  passing  of  stat.  5  &  6 
W.  4.  c.  76.;  and  sect.  H 1  •  of  the  latter 
act  excludes  thdr  jurisdiction  only 
where  the  borough  was  before  exempt 
from  it.   Regina  v.  Bridgcwater,  71 1. 

2.  See  also  Pott,  XIIL— XIV. 

VIL  Settlement  by  renting  a  tenement. 

1.  How  described,  682.  688.  Pott,  X. 
8.  XIL  3. 

2.  Value. 

A  case  from  the  quarter  sessions 
stated  that,  the  justices  being  equally 
divided  in  opinion,  the  chairman  gave 
a  casting  vote  in  &vonr  of  the  onler, 
which  was  confirmed  accordingly;  that 
on  the  following  day  the  appellants* 
counsel  protested  against  the  l^litv 
of  the  decision ;  that  **  the  question  " 
was  then  arpued  on  both  sides ;  and 
that  the  justices  then  present "  deter- 
mined to  adhere  to  "  the  former  deci- 
uon:  Held,  that,  although  the  pro- 
ceeding on  the  first  day  was  irregular, 
this  Court  would  not  assume  that  the 
decision  on  the  second  day  was  not  a 
judgment  upon  the  merits. 

Pauper  rented  a  cottage  and  pre- 
mises, including  a  ferry  widi  the  use  of 
a  boat  and  line,  across  an  adjoining 
river.  The  premises,  without  the  ferry, 
were  not  worth  10/.  a  vear.  Held,  that 
the  ferry  might  be  included  in  order  to 
make  up  the  necessary  value ;  and  that, 
supposing  the  boat  and  line  to  be  dis- 
tinct personal  chattels,  the  Court  would 
not  presume  that  the  value  of  the  te- 
nement would  be  insufficient  without 
them,  upon  a  case  reserved  which  did 
not  shew  such  insufficiency.  Regina 
v.  Fladbury,  706. 

3.  Joint  occupation. 

A  settlement  cannot  be  gained  under 
6  G.  4.  c.  57.  by  renting  and  occupying 
a  tenement  jointly  with  another  per- 
son.   Regma  v.  CavernoaU,  270. 

4.  Variance,  685.    Poti^  X.  8. 


Vni.  Settlement  by  hiring  and  service. 
How  described,  693.    Po«/,XU.  4. 

IX.  Removal. 

1.  On  what   evidence,   699.      Pott, 
XU.1. 

2.  Of  children. 

A  man  havinff,  in  1836,  married  a 
widow  with  children  bv  her  first  hus- 
band, ran  away  and  left  them  charge- 
able to  the  parish.  Held,  that  the 
children  above  the  age  of  nurture 
might,  notwithstanding  stat.  4  &  5 
W,  4.  c.  76.  *.  57.,  be  removed  from 
their  mother  to  the  place  of  her  first 
husband's  settlement,  though  they  were 
under  the  age  of  sixteen. 

Where  a  child,  within  the  age  of 
nurture,  is  removed  from  its  mother, 
and  that  fact  appears  upon  the  face  of 
the  order  and  in  the  special  case,  yet 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  will  con- 
firm it,  unless  the  objection  was  relied 
upon  in  the  notice  of  the  grounds  of 
appeal.    Regina  v.  Stafford^  417. 

X.  The  copy  of  the  examinations. 

1.  What  to  be  sent. 

On  appeal  against  an  order  of  re- 
moval, it  is  a  good  objection  that  the 
copy  of  examination,  sent  to  the  appel- 
lanu  under  4  &  5  FT.  4.  c.  76.  «.  79., 
does  not  shew  that  the  pauper  was 
chargeable.  RegiiM  v.  Blade  CallerUm, 
679. 

2.  Must  shew  jurisdiction,  699.    Post, 
XII.  1. 

3.  Construction,  685.    Pott,  8. 

4.  Particularity  in    identification    of 
premises,  682.    Pott,  XIL  3. 

5.  Particularity  in  circumstances  es- 
sential to  the  settlement. 
A  copy  of  examination,  fiimishcd 

under  stat.  4  &  SW.4.  c,  76.  t.  79., 
on  removal  of  a  pauper,  does  not  give 
sufficient  information  of  the  settlement 
relied  upon,  if  it  merely  state  that  the 
party  gained  a  settlement  by  renting 
and  occupying  a  tenement  of  «/.  T. 
(naming  the  landlord)  in  the  township 
&c.  (to  which  the  pauper  is  removed), 
of  the  yearly  rent  ot  lo/.;  no  time 
being  specified. 

And,  on  appeal,  the  appellants  mav 

take  advantage  of  such  aefect,  though 

their  notice  of  grounds  of  uppeal  state 

only  that  the  ordtr  of  nnioval,  exa- 
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mination,  and  notice  of  chargeability, 
are  bad  upon  the  faces  thereof.    Re* 
'    gma  V.  Middleton  in  Teesdale,  688. 

6.  Particularity  as  to  time^  693,  Post, 
XII.  4. 

7.  Ignorance,  how  far  an  ezcusey  693. 
Pott,  XIL  4. 

8.  Variance. 

Where  the  pauper's  examination 
differs  from  his  evidence  at  sessions,  as 
to  any  circumstance  making  a  part  of 
the  matter  pointed  to  in  the  statement 
of  grounds  of  appeal,  it  is  for  the  ses- 
sions to  decide  whether  the  variance 
be  material  within  stat.  4  8c  5  W.4. 
c.  76.  #.81. 

So  held,  on  application  for  a  man- 
damus to  enter  continuances  and  hear 
an  appeal. 

Per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  exa- 
mination of  the  pauper  is  to  be  con- 
strued as  strictly  as  the  statement  of 
grounds  of  appeal.  Regina  v.  West 
Riding  Justices^  685. 

XI.  Appeal  against  order. 
Jurisdictiod,  711.    Ante^  VI.  1 . 

XII.  Grounds  of  appeal. 

1.  Objections  to  evidence  given  on  the 
examination. 

The  copy  of  examinations  transmit- 
ted with  an  order  of  removal  under 
stat.  4  &  5  fK.  4.  <•.  76.  *.  79.,  must 
shew,  on  the  face  of  it,  every  fact  ne- 
cessary to  give  the  justices  jurisdiction 
to  remove. 

Where  the  examination  shews  all 
such  particulars,  and  discloKes  no  irre- 
gularity, it  cannot  be  objected,  on  ap- 
peal, that  the  evidence  was  in  fact 
madmis&ible,  it  the  objection  was  not 
made  known  to  the  justices  at  the  ex- 
amination. 

Where  an  order  of  removal  had 
been  made  upon  the  examination,  re- 
gular on  the  face  of  it,  of  T.  B,,  which 
was  transmitted  according  to  stat.  4  & 
5  W,  4.  c,  76.  1.  79.,  and,  on  appeal, 
the  appellants  offered  to  prove  that 
T.  B^  when  examined,  was  a  convicted 
felon:  Held,  that  such  evidence  was 
irrelevant  if  offered  as  impeaching  the 
examination.  Regina  v.  AUemun^ 
699. 

2.  Objections  on  the  face  of  the  order, 
417.     688.  Ante,W,^.X.  5. 

3.  Particularity  in  identification. 
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A  notice  of  appeal  under  stat.  4  & 

5  W,  4.  c.  76.  «•  81.,  alleging  as  the 
ground  a  settlement  in  another  parish, 
T.,  is  bad  if  it  merely  states  that  the 
pauper,  in  or  about  1 830,  paid  paro- 
chial taxes  for  a  tenement  in  the  parish 
of  T.  rented  by  him  at  1 1/.  a  year,  for 
the  term  of  one  year,  and  occupi^  by 
him  under  such  hiring  for  one  year, 
the  rent,  to  the  amount  of  15/.,  being 
paid  by  him;  and  that  the  pauper 
rented  the  aforeuad  tenement  (not  de- 
scribing it  further),  at  1 5/.  a  year,  and 
occupied  under  that  hiring  for  one 
year,  and  paid  10/.  rent.  The  pre- 
mises should  be  further  described  by 
giving,  at  any  rate,  the  landlord's 
name.  Reffna  v.  JStut  Sussex  Jus^ 
tices,  682. 

See  also,  688.    Ante,  X.  5. 

4.  Particularity  as  to  time. 

In  a  notice  of  appeal  under  stat.  4 

6  5  W,4,  c.  76.  <.8l.,  against  an  or- 
der of  removal,  ailing,  as  the  ground 
of  appeal,  a  settlement  bf  hiring  and 
service,  the  general  rule  is,  that  the 
date  of  the  service,  as  well  as  the  mas- 
ter's name,  should  be  stated ;  and  that 
a  notice  omitting  such  date  is  bad.  If 
it  appear  that  the  appellants  could  not 
ascertain  it,  temhle,  per  Lord  Denman 
C.  J.  and  Littledale  J.,  that  the  strict 
rule  may  be  dispensed  with. 

Per  Lord  Dennuan  C.  J.  and  Cole- 
ridge  J. :  the 'Sessions  may  judge  whe- 
ther, under  the  circumstances  of  any 
particular  case,  time  is  so  material  that 
the  omission  to  specify  it  vitiates  an 
examimition  or  notice  of  appeal.  Re- 
gina V.  Bridgewater,  693. 

5.  Ignorance,  695.    Ante,  4. 

6.  Variance,  685.    Ante,  X.  8. 

XIII.  Trial. 

1.  Casting  vote,  706.    iln/^,  V1I.2. 

2.  Jud^rment  on  a  subsequent  day,  706. 
i4n/e,VIL2. 

XIV.  Evidence. 

1.  Competency,  699.    Ani^^  XIl.  1. 

2.  Presumption,  706.   Ante,  VII.  S. 

XV.  Mandamus  to   hear   appeal,  685. 
Ante,  X.  8. 

XVL  Bastardy. 

The  notice  of  an  application  for  an 
order  io  bastardy  under  stat.  4  &  5 

W.4. 
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W,  4.  c.  76.  #.  75.,  Mgned  by  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
parish,  is  sufficient,  though  the  parish 
IS  part  of  a  union  under  sect.  86.  of  the 
Poor  Law  Amendment  Act,  and  none 
of  the  guardians  have  signed  it.  jRf- 
gtiia  V.  Jcanei^  425. 

XYII.  Wife's  children,  41 7.    Ante,  IX.  2. 

POOR-RATE. 
Poor,  IV.— VI.l 

POSSESSION. 

To  support  action  for  mesne  profits,  765. 
Estoppel,  III. 

POSTEA. 
Amendment  of,  197.   Ejectment^ll. 

POWER. 

Arbiiration.    AuthorUy. 

PRACTICE. 

FiasTLY  :  at  the  plea  side :  — 

I.  On  frivolous  pleading.    PleOy  I. 

II.  Signing  judgment  for  want  of  a  plea, 
2J.    PUa,L5. 

III.  After  verdict. 

1.  Judgment  non  obstante,  516.    Es- 
cape, I.  5. 

2.  Taking  partial  levy  out  of  court, 
673.     Sheriff:,  II.  9.' 

IV.  Staying  proceedings  for  costs  of 
former  action,  761.    EJeehneniyy.  I. 

y.  On  rule  to  set  aside  award,  159.  Ar^ 
bUreUion,  I. 

VI.  See  also  Rules,  General. 
Secondly  :  at  the  crown  side :  — 

VII.  Single  rule  for  several  writs,  66. 
Statute,  XXXIV.  1.  Rex  v.  Hughes, 
70  n. 

VIII.  New  trial  after  verdict  of  not 
guilty.     Regma  v.  Leigh,  598, 

IX.  In  Ecclesiastical  Court,  576.  Con- 
tumacy, 

PRECEPT, 
p.  477.    J?«^,1II.  1. 


PRESCRIPTION. 
L  To  repair  sea  walls,  598.    Sewers* 
II.  To  cause  smells  in  alieno  solo,  590. 
Nuisance,  II. 

PRESENTMENT, 
p.  598.    Sewers* 

PRESUMPTION. 

I.  Omnia  rite  esse  acta,  655.    Assault,  II. 
706.  Poor,  VII. «. 

n.  Other  presumptions. 

1.  That  old  orders  were  executed,  598. 
Sewers, 

2.  That  a  note  was  g^ven  for  value,  222. 
Rills,  VII. 

5.  From  venue.    Skuse  v.  Davis,  655. 

4.  That  documents  are  in  England,  598. 
Leiters, 

5.  Of  fact  not  found,  refused,  706.  Poor* 
VII.  2. 

PRINCIPAL. 
Agent.    Deputy.    Guarantee* 

PRISONER. 

I.  See  Arrest,  False  Imprisonment,  Gaol, 
Irregularity* 

II.  Remedies  for    improper    treatment, 
207.    Marshal. 

PRIVITY.l 

I.  Between  indorser  and  indorsee,  106. 
Rills,  IX.  2. 

II.  Privity  in  fraud,  how  raised  in  plead* 
ing,  784.    RUls,  yin.  5. 

III.  See,  also,  516.    Escape,  I.  3,    761. 
Ejeetment,\.l, 

PROBATE. 

Executor* 

PROCHEIN  AMY. 
Notice  of  action  by,  117.    Customs,  III. 

PRODUC- 
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PRODUCTION. 

I.  Of  security  on  dflmand  of  paynent,  616. 
BiUt,y. 

II.  At  trial,  when  dispensed  wHb,  593. 
Pleading,  XVIII.  597.  n.  JBiOt,  IX.  6. 
598.  LeUers. 

III.  Notice  to  produce.    Notiee^  III. 

PROHIBITION. 

Not  where  there  is  no  issue  not  properly 
cognisable  by  the  Spiritual  Court,  218. 
7\thei. 

PROMISE. 
Aitunymt.    Omnderaiiofu    Steiuie^  VI. 

PROMISSORY  NOOT;. 
BUU. 


PROMOTIONS. 


p.l. 


PROOF. 
Evidence. 

PROPERTY. 
How  negatived,  457.    Stack. 

PROTECTION. 
Statutory.    Bona  Fjidetn 


PUBLIC  COMPANY. 

I.  Obligation  to  complete  works,  531. 
BadtiHMfy  III. 

II.  Compensation.    CompenMtUm^ll. 


PUBLIC  PURPOSES. 

What  are,  259.    Poor,  IV.  2.    281.  Stt^ 
tute,  XXXVI. 


PURCHASER. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser. 


QUARTER  SESSIONS. 
Sestums. 

QUO  WARRANTO. 

I.  Against  councillor,  not  defended  out 
of  borough  fund,  281.  Statmie^ 
XXXVL 

II.  Pleading;  as  to  the  declaration  in 
lieu  of  the  sacramental  test,  334*  De* 
daration.  III. 

RAILWAY. 

L  Agreements  with  reference  to  the  pass- 
ing of  the  act,  793.    Siaiute,  111.  1. 

II.  Compensadon  clauses.  Compensation, 

II. 
in.  Obligation  to  complete. 

Bv  a  railway  act  (6  &  7  W,  4.  c.  cvi. 
local  and  personal,  public)  it  was  re- 
cited that  the  making  a  railway  from 
London  to  Norwich  and  Yarwiouth, 
passing  by  Cqichester,  Sec  would  be  of 
great  public  advantaee ;  and  that  per- 
sons named  were  willing  at  their  own 
costs  to  carrv  the  undertaking  into 
execution.  Ijie  persons  named,  with 
other  shareholders,  were  incorporated 
into  a  company  to  carry  the  act  into 
execution.  They  were  authorised  to 
raise  bf  shares  1,600,000/.  (which,  it 
was  recited,  was  the  probable  expense); 
and,  in  case  that  sum  should  not  be 
sufficient,  to  borrow  on  mortgage,  or 
raise  by  additional  shares,  553^35L 
The  line  was  set  out  in  the  act,  de- 
scribing the  places  from  ixmdbn  through 
Middlesex,  Essex,  Suffolk,  and  Nor- 
folk^ynih  two  termini,  one  at  Norwich, 
the  other  at  Yarmouth.  The  usual 
powers  to  take  lands  were  conferred, 
with  power  to  deviate  from  the  line  to 
a  limited  extent.  All  the  1,600,000/1 
was  to  be  subscribed  for  before  the 
company  could  exercise  their  compul- 
sory powers ;  and  these  powers  were 
to  cease  unless  executed  within  two 
years ;  and,  if  the  whole  work  was  not 
completed  in  seven  years  (unless  nre- 
vetited  by  inevitable  accident),  all  tneir 
powers  were  to  cease,  except  as  to  the 
part  (if  any)  completed.  If  any  part 
was  abandoned,  the  lands  were,  as  to 
that  part,  to  vest  in  the  owners  of  the 
lands  adjoining. 

By 
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By  a  Beoond  act,  l  &  2  VieL  c.  Ixxxi., 
(local  and  pertonal,  public%  two  yean 
more  were  added  to  the  first  two 
yean :  and  the  companv  were  forbids 
den  to  deviate,  unless  the  line  of  de- 
viation were  set  out  within  one  year 
from  the  passing  of  the  last  act. 

On  application  for  a  mandamus  to 
the  company  to  proceed  with  the 
whole  line,  setting  out  deviations,  &c. 
and  to  purchase  the  necessary  lands,  it 
appeanng  to  the  Court  that  the  affi- 
davits shewed  reasonable  ground  for 
believing  that  the  company  intended 
to  complete  the  line  from  London  to 
Colcheiter  only,  and  to  abandon  the 
rest,  the  writ  was  granted,  though  the 
company  stated  that  they  had  not,  nor 
could  raise  without  a  new  act,  funds 
sufficient  to  complete  the  line. 

The  mandamus  suggested  that  the 
companv  had  been  required  to  define 
the  deviations,  and  complete  the  rail- 
way to  Norwich,  and  Yarmouih^  but 
that  they  had  refused  and  neglected  to 
purchase  th6  necessary  lands  between 
Colcheiter  and  Norwich,  and  Norwich 
and  Yarmouth,  or  set  out  the  devi- 
ations, or  to  make  and  complete  the 
railway.  There  was  no  averment  that 
the  company  had  abandoned  the  de- 
sign, or  were  not  proceeding  with  all 
convenient  speed,  or  that  a  reasonable 
time  had  elapsed  without  proper  pre- 
parations, or  that  deviations  would  be 
expedient. 

Held,  that  the  mandamus  was  insuf- 
ficient. 

When  cause  is  shewn  against  a  rule 
for  a  mandamus,  the  objection,  that  no 
sufficient  demand  and  refusal  appear, 
must  be  taken  before  the  merits  are 
discussed.  Regha  v.  Eatiem  CounHes 
Railway  Company,  531, 

RATE. 

I.  Payment  without  authority,  66,    StO" 
tuie,  XXXIV.  1. 

II.  See  also  ChurchF-rale,    Poor. 

RATIFICATION. 
Relation,  810.    Distrest,  I. 

RATIONS  TENURiE. 
Repair  of  sea  walls,  398.    Sewers. 


REASONABLE  GROUNDS. 
Bona  Fidew. 

RECEIPT. 

For  too  small  a  sum,  effisct  of  signing, 
437.    Stock. 

RECITALS, 
p.  199.    Arbitration,!.    388.  FFt//,  IL 

RECOVERY. 

And  satisfaction,  when  not  a  sale,  803. 
Trctpats,  I. 

REDELIVERY. 
Of  note  on  payment,  6 1 6.    Bills^  V . 

REFERENCE. 

Arbitration. 

REFUSAL. 

To  make  declaration,  935.    Declaration, 
IIL 

REGISTRATION, 
p.  418.    Anmdtjf. 

REGULiE  GENERALES. 
Rvlet  of  Court, 

RELATION. 
To  testator's  death,  8 10.    Diitreu,  I. 

RELEASE, 
p.  606.     Witness,  L  8. 

RELIEF, 
p. 71.    ForfeUwre,h2^ 

REMEDY 


666  R£MEDY,  LII. 

REMEDY. 

I.  When  cumulative,  «07.    Marshal. 

II.  Effect  of  resorting  to  summaiy,  807. 
Marshalm 

REMOVAL. 
Poor,  IX. 

RENDER. 

Of  principal  by  surety  under  1  &  3  Vict, 
c.  110.  #.8.  195.     Surety. 

RENEWAL. 
Of  copyhold,  238.    245  n.  Copyhold^  lU, 

RENTING  A  TENEMENT, 
Poor,  VII. 

REPAIR. 
Of  sea  walls,  598*    Sewers. 

REPEAL, 
p.  640.    Distress^  II. 

REPLEVIN. 

I.  Cognisance  as  bailiff  of  executor,  210. 
Distress,  II. 

II.  Evidence. 

Under   plea    of   non    teouit,   204. 
LmuUord  and  Tenant,  I. 

REPLICATION. 

I.  Assent  of  assignees,  625.    Insolvent,  I. 

II.  Discharge  for  irregularity,  225.    Scire 
Facias,  I. 

III.  Estoppel  by  judgment,  765.   Estop^ 
pel.  III. 

IV.  De  injuria,  what  it  puts  in  issue,  595. 
Pleading,  XVIIL 

REPUGNANCY. 

p.  24S.    Mandamus,  IV.  5.     527.  Arbi- 
tration,  V.  2. 

REPUTATION. 
Evidence,  VIII. 


SALE,  L— UI. 

REPUTED  OWNERSHIP, 
p.  90.     Estoppel,  I.  2. 

RESALE. 
Contract  for,  499.    Vendors,  III.  8. 

RETURN. 

L  See  Mandamsts.    Shcrif, 

n.  Con^tional,  499.    Vendors,  IlL  2. 

REVENUE. 
Customs.    Wreck. 

REVOCATION. 
Of  will,  228*    WiU,  JL 

ROLL 
From  petty  bag  office,  162.     Witness,  II. 

RULES. 

I.  Of  prison  :  covinous  arrest  b^ond, 

516.     Escape,  I.  3. 
IL  Of  stock  exchange,  27.   Broker,  L  1. 

RULES  OF  COURT. 

L  Hil.  2  FT.  4.  L  e$.  Time  of  moving  for 

^'udgment  non  obstante,  516.    Empe, 
[.3. 

iL  m.%\w.A.vi.\ii. 

When  not  applicable,  215.   CotU,  IV. 
1. 
IIL   m.  4.  W.  4.  «.  20. 
When  not  applicable,  213.    CosU,  IV. 
1. 
IV.  Trtn.  1  Vict.    General  issue  by  sta- 
tute,  632.    P^a,U.  1. 

SALE. 

I.  Withput  due  appraisement,  640.  Dis^ 

tress,  II. 
n.  Of  beer,  11.    Comvc^jbn. 
IIL  ^^  Vendors. 

SATIS- 
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.SATISFACTION, 

p.  121.     Paymeni,  IV.  S.     225.  Scire 
Facias,  I.    761.  Ejectment^  V.  1. 

SCHEDULE. 
To  statute,  640.    J>if/rrM,II. 

SCIENTER. 

When  it  prevents  the  re-opemng  of  a 
transaction^  89.    Compoti&oiu 

SCIRE  FAaAS. 

I.  On  a  judgment. 
What  not  an  answer, 

Arrest  on  a  writ  of  on.  m.  is  no  bar 
to  a  scire  fiidas  on  the  judgment,  where 
the  party  has  been  discharged  out  of 
custody  by  reason  of  irregularity  in 
issuing  the  writ.  CoUtm  v.  Beaumont^ 
225. 

II.  Amendment 

To  scire  facias  by  the  assignees  of  a 
bankrupt  on  a  judgment,  the  defendant 
pleaded,  1.  denial  of  the  bankruptcy; 
2.  satisfaction  to  the  bankrupt;  on 
which  pleas,  issues  were  joined.  The 
Court  permitted  the  proceedings  to 
be  amended  on  payment  of  costs,  by 
joining  the  official  assignee  (who  had 
been  inadvertently  omitted  as  a  co- 
plaintiff),  though  the  application  had 
been  delayed  a  year  ana  a  half  after 
the  issuing  of  the  writ,  the  defendant 
being  allowed  to  plead  de  novo.  Hol^ 
land  V.  PhUHpM^  149. 

III.  When  necessary,  570.   Arrest^  V.  1. 


p.  398. 


SEAWALLS. 
Sewcrt. 

SEIZURE. 


I.  Quousqoe,  by  lord  of  manor,  272. 
StaiuU,  XXU. 

II.  By  officer  of  the  customs,  117.    CW- 
iom^  lU. 

SEPARATE  MAINTENANCE. 
Baron  and  Feme, 


SERVANT. 
Matter  and  Servant, 

SERVICE. 
Allegation  of,  in  indictments,  132.    Poor, 

SESSIONS. 

I.  Election  at,  286.    Constable, 

II.  Jurisdiction,  711.    Poor,  VI.  1. 

III.  Question  for,  685.  693.  Poor^  X.  8. 
XIL4. 

rV.  Casting  vote,  706.    Poor,  VII.  2. 
V.  Confirmation  on  subsequent  day,  706. 
Poor,VU.%. 

SEWERS. 

Repair  of  sea  walls :  evidence. 

A  landowner  may  be  liable,  bv  pre- 
scription, to  repair  sea  walls,  though 
destroyed  by  extraordinaiy  tempest. 
And  therefore,  on  presentment  against 
such  owner,  for  suffering  the  wuls  to 
be  out  of  repair,  it  ought  not,  in  point 
of  law,  to  be  left  as  the  sole  question 
for  the  jury,  whether  the  walls  were  in 
a  condition  to  resist  ordinary  weather 
and  tides :  but  it  is  a  Question  to  be 
determined  on  the  eviaence,  whether 
the  proprietor  was  bound  to  provide 
agamst  the  effects  of  ordinary  tempests 
only,  or  of  extraordinary  ones  also. 

Orders  of  the  commissioners  of 
sewers,  requiring  landowners  to  repair 
and  alter  sea  walls,  may  be  given  in 
evidence  as  adjudications,  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction,  wiuout  proof 
of  thdr  having  been  acted  upon.  After 
a  considerable  lapse  of  time  (as  seventy 
years),  the  Court  will  presume  that 
such  orders  were  executed.  Reg^ 
▼.  Leigh,  898. 

SHERIFF. 

I.  His  precept. 
Mandate  or  warrant, 477.   Bmiiff,ll\. 
1. 
U.  Hisreturp. 

1.  When  no  estoppel,  477.    Bai^^ 
lU.  1. 

2.  Effect 
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8.  Effect  of  taking  out  of  couit  the 
amount  letied. 

Where  the  sheriff  on  a  &  (a.  returns 
that  he  has  levied  part  of  the  debt,  and 
that  the  debtor  has  no  ^oods  whereof 
the  residue  can  be  levied ;  and  the 
creditor  accepts  the  amount  levied  on 
account,  and  towards  payment  of  his 
debt ;  he  is  not  thereby  precluded  from 
bringing  an  action  against  the  sheriff 
for  a  false  return.  Holmei  v.  CRfton^ 
613. 

III.  His  officer.    BaUj^. 

TV,  Arrest.    Arrest. 

V.  Escape.    Etcape. 

VI.  His  feM»  494.    J9atfsf»  IL  ff. 
Vn.  HisfiabiUties. 

1.  For  n^lect  to  arrest,  719*    Poii^ 
IX.  3. 

S.  For  colluA»  et  miKonduct  of  offi- 
cer, 85.     570.  Arrett^  IV.  3.  V.  1. 

5.  For  extortion,  494.    BmUff,  II.  3. 

4.  False  return,  673.    AtUe^  IL  8. 
Vin.  Interpleader,  145.    CogU,  IIL 

IX.  1.  Pleading  and  evidence,  85.    Ar** 
reit,  IV.  4. 
8.  In  action,  for  neglect  to  arrest. 

Under  stat.  8  }V.  4.  c.  39.  (and  see 
Stat.  1  &  8  Fict.  Clio.  i.  3.  and  sched. 
No.  l,\  it  was  the  dut;^  of  the  sheriff 
executing  a  writ  of  capias  to  arrest  on 
the  first  opportunity,  and  an  action 
lay  against  him  for  default  made  before 
the  return  day  of  the  writ,  provided 

'  some  actual  damage  resulted  to  the 
plaintiff;  not  otherwise.  In  a  de- 
claration for  such  default,  it  was  not 
a  sufficient  allegation  of  damage  to 
state  that  defendant  did  not  arrest, 
&c.  and  wilfuUy  n^ected  opportu- 
nities of  domg  so,  and  that  the  debtor 
did  not  put  in  special  bail  according  to 
the  exigency  of  the  writ,  whereby  plain- 
tiff was  delayed  in  the  recovery  of  his 
debt,  and  is  likely  to  lose  the  same. 
But  an  averment  that  the  sheriff  was  : 
in  default  after  the  writ  was  return- 
able, woiild  have  implied  legal  da- 
mage. 

Semble,  that,  on  special  demurrer, , 
such  declaration  would  have  been  bad 
for  not  averring  that  the  sheriff  had 
been  in  default  more  than  eight  days 
before  the  commencement  of  Uie  suit : 


STATUTE,  I^m.  1. 

but  that,  on  general  demurrer,  it  was 
sufficient  if  the  count  alleged  Uiat  the 
debtor  had  not  put  in  special  bail  a^ 
cording  to  the  exigency  of  die  writ 

The  declaration  ought  to  luve 
stated  that  the  writ  was  delivered  to 
the  sheriff  within  four  calendar  months 
from  the  issuing ;  but,  semble,  the  omis- 
sion of  such  staCement  was  matter  of 
special  demurrer.  RandeU  v.  WkebU, 
719. 

SIGNATURE. 

I.  Negligent,  437.     Stock. 

II.  Of  notice  of  filiation,  485.     Poor, 
XVL 


SIGNIFICAVIT.: 
p,  576.    Conhmmey^ 

SOLICITOR. 
AUonmf. 

SPIRITUAL  CX)URT. 

Bcdenastical  CourL 

STAMP. 

I.  For  what  purposes  an  unstamped  in- 
strument may  be  g^ven  in  evidence, 
309.     Guarantee,  I. 

II.  Note  or  agreement,  98.    Bills,  L 

STATUTE. 
First:  Generally. 

I.  Construction.     ConstrucHon,  II. 

II.  Repeal,  640.    Distress. 

III.  Bills  for  undertakings  by  public  com- 
panies. 

1.  Concealment  from  legislature. 

An  agreement  under  seal,  between 
plaintiff  and  defendants,  recited :  That 
a  company  had  been  formed  for  making 
a  railway;  that  defendants  were  pro- 

Srietors;  that  a  bill  bad  been  intro- 
uced  into  parliament,  according  to 
which  the  hne  would  pass  through 
plaintiff's  estates  and  near  his  man- 
sion, and  that  he  was  a  dissentient  and 
opposed  tba  pauing  of  the  bill:  that 
defendants 
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defendants  had  proposed  that*  if  he 
would  withdraw  his  opposition,  and 
assent  to  the  railway,  they  would  en- 
deavour to  deviate  the  proposed  line : 
and  plaintiff  agreed  that,  on  condition 
of  tne  stipulations  in  the  agreement 
being  performed,  he  did  thereby  vinth- 
draw  his  opposition  and  give  his  as- 
sent :  and  defendants  covenanted  that, 
in  case  the  then  bill  should  be  (Missed 
in  the  then  session,  they  would,  in  six 
months  after  it  received  the  royal  as- 
sent, pay  plaintiff  5000^.  as  compen- 
sation for  the  damage  which  his  re»- 
dence  and  estates  would  sustain  from 
the  nulway  passing  according,  to  the 
deviated  line,  exclusive  of,  and  without 
prejudice  to,  further  compensation  to 
plaintiff  in  the  event  of  the  deviated 
fine  not  being  ultimately  adopted,  and 
without  prejudice  to  such  further  com^ 
pensation  K>r  any  damage  as  in  the 
agreement  after  mentioned. 

Plaintiff  declared  in  debt,  and 
averred  that  he  withdrew  his  oppo- 
sition to  the  bill,  which  passed  into  a 
law  in  the  then  session;  that  six 
months  had  since  elapsed,  but  that  de- 
fendants had  not  paia  the  5000/. 

Plea,  that  the  railway,  at  the  time 
of  maJking  the  agreement,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  act,  was  intended  to  pass 
through  lands  of  divers  individuals; 
that  the  agreement  was  made  privately 
and  secretly  by  the  parties  thereto, 
without  the  consent  or  knowledge^  of 
the  said  individuals,  and  was  concealed 
from  them  continually  until  the  act 
was  passed;  and  was  not  disclosed  to, 
or  known  in,  parliament,  and  was  con- 
cealed from  the  legislature  during  the 
passing  of  the  act ;  and  ^hat  plaintiff 
at  the  time  of  passing  the  act,  and 
still,  was  a  peer  of  parliament.  On 
demurrer, 

1.  Held,  in  Q.  B.,  that  the  plea  was 
good,  as  shewing  that  the  contract  was 
a  fraud  on  the  legislature. 

Judgment  reversed  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  because  the  record  did  not 
distinctly  shew  that  the  parties,  at  the 
time  of  the  contract^  intended  it  to 
be  concealed.  Qtuere,  whether,  if  such 
intention  had  been  shewn,  the  plea 
would  have  been  goo^,? 

Held  also,  in  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber, 

8.  That  no  fraud  on  the  individual 
landholders  appeared,  it  not  being  dis- 
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•  tlnctly  shewn  that  concealment  from 
them  was  intended  at  the  time  of  the 
contract.  Scmble^  that  even  if  this  had 
appeared,  there  was  no  fraud  on  the 
landholders. 

3.  That  the  aereement  was  not  bad 
on  the  ground  of  pl^ntiff  being  a  peer, 
since  it  was  not  shewn  that  the  money 
was  promised  as  a  consideration  for 
his  vote  being  given-  or  withheld,  and 
he  had  a  right  In  his  individual  cha- 
racter to  bargain  for  compensation  for 
injury  to  his  land*  But  that,  if  it  had 
appeared  that  the  money  was  so  given, 
the  action  would  have  failed. 

Defendants  also  pleaded  that,  after 
making  the  agreement  and  before  ac- 
tion broug^  the  company  abandoned 
the  deviated  line,  and  in  lieu  thereof 
adopted  another  line,  altogether  out 
of  plaintiff's  lands ;  that  they  had  pe- 
titioned parliament  to  be  allowed  to 
carry  the  railway  along  the  new  line, 
and  were  then  makbg  every  exertion 
in  their  power  to  procure  an  act  for 
that  purpose ;  and  that  if  they  should 
obtain  such  act,  no  part  of  the, rail  way 
would  pass  through  plaindff's  lands. 

4.  Held,  in  Q.%.,  on  demurrer,  that 
the  plea  was  no  answer.  Eowden 
(Lord)  V.  SimpsQUf  793. 

2.  Concealment  from  other  parties, 
793.    AntSy  1. 

3.  Right  of  member  of  parliament  to 
protect  his  own  interesU,  793.  ArUS, 
1. 

Secondly  :  decisions  on  public  and  ge- 
neral statutes. 

IV.  SEd.l,  c,  4.  (Weiimiuter  1st} 
Wreck,  646.     Wreck, 

V.  23  H.  6.  c.  9.  (Sheriff.) 
Extortion  by  special  bailifl^  494.    J^ot- 

Uf,U,3 

VI.  29  C.  2.  C.3.  (Frauds.) 

1.  Sec.  4.  Interest  in  land,  753.  Fm- 
don,  II.  3. 

2.  Sec.  4.  Guarantee,  309.  Gua- 
rantee, 1. 3. 

3.  Sec.  4.    De&ult  of  another. 
If  plaintiff  become  bail  for  a  stranger, 

in  consideration  of  defendant's  request, 
and  of  defendant  promising  to  indem- 
nify plaintiff  against  the  consequences, 
no  action  lies  upon  such-promise  unless 
it  be  in  writing,  under  stat.  29  C.  2. 

c,5* 
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e.  8.  s,  4.      Green  v.  CreuweB,  453. 
See  also,  460.    Bills,  11. 
4.  Sec.  17.    Oral  Tariadon. 

Declaration,  in  assumpsit,  stated  that 
plaintiff  agreed  to  buy,  and  defendant 
to  sell,  a  cargo  to  be  delivered  **  on  the 
SOth  to  the  22nd  instant,"  to  be  paid 
for  by  acceptance  three  months  irom 
delivery;  and  that  afterwards,  before 
the  S8d,  plaintiff,  at  request  of  defend- 
ant, gave  time  for  the  delivery  to  the 
S4th;  breach,  that  defendant,  though 
requested  (to  wit,  on  24th)  to  deliver, 
had  not,  on  24th  or  any  other  time, 
delivered;  special  damage  by  rise  of 
price  between  the  agreement  aad 
breach.  Plea,  that  the  siving  of  time 
was  part  of  a. contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods  at  the  price  of  above  10/. ;  and 
that  there  was  no  part  acceptance,  or 
earnest,  or  note  or  memorandum  in 
writing.  Replication,  that  the  giving 
of  time  was  not  part  of  die  contract, 
&c. 

It  appeared  that  there  was  a  written 
contract,  as  stated  in  the  declaradon, 
for  the  delivery  «  on  the  20th  to  die 
22d;"  but,  the  22d  falling  on  Sundav, 
plaintil^at  defendant's  request,  verbally 
agreed  to  enlarge  the  dme  to  the  83d 
or  24th.  The  price  fluctuated  between 
the  dme  of  the  agreement  and  the  24th 
being  higher  on  the  last  day.  It  was 
understood  that  the  enlargement  of 
time  would  postpone  the  delivery  of 
the  three  months  acceptance. 

Held,  that  on  these  racts,  defendant, 
under  stat.  29  Cs^.  2.  c,  3.  «.  17.,  was 
endtled  to  the  verdict,  the  enlai^ement 
of  dme  having  materially  varied  the 
contract,  substituting  for  it  a  new  con- 
tract on  a  similar  consideradon,  and 
not  being  merely  a  dispensadon  from 
perfbrmanceon  apardcular  day.  Siead 
V.  DawSer,  57. 
5.  Sec.  17.  Sale  and  resale:  delivery, 

499.     Fendon,  III.  2. 

VII.  2W.^M.  tea.  1.    c.  5.  (IMstress 
for  rent.) 

Sec.  2.    Number  of  appraisers,  640. 
Dittreu,  II. 

VIII.  9  6.2.  C.22.  (Debtors.) 

Sec.  6.    Prisoner's    remedy    against 
gaoler,  207.    Marshal. 

IX.  18  G.  2.  c.  9.    (Stock.) 

Sec.  51.     Fraudulent   transfer.  437. 
Stock. 


STATUTE,  X.— XXII. 

X.  22  G.2,  C.46.    (Attomics.) 
Sec.  14.  Penalty  for  acting  as,  where 
defendant  executed  the  office  of  de^ 
puty  clerk  of  the  peace,  76.    Pe- 
fiaUies. 

XL  52  G.  2.  c.  28.    (Imprisonment  of 
debtors.) 

1.  Sees.  1.  12.  Taking  to  a  tavern,  23. 
JirrestylV.  4. 

2.  Sees.  1.  12.  Extordon,  494.     Bai-  ' 
Rff,  II.  3. 

3.  Sec.  11.   Prisoner's  remedy,  207. 
Marshal.  ' 

Xn.  55  G.  3.   c.  127.     (Ecdesiasdcal 
Courts.) 

Sec  1.  Significavit,  576.    Contumaof. 

XIII.  55  G.  3.  c.  141.    (Annuides.) 
Sec.  2.   Setting  aside  subsdtuted  an- 
nuity, 412.    Annuity, 

XIV.  5S  G.  3.  c.  184.  (Stamps.)  SUsmp. 

XV.  57  G.  3.  c.  93.    (Costs  of  distress.) 
Sched.  Number  of  brokers,  640.  iXs- 

tress,  II. 

XVI.  1  G.4.  C.56.    (Sesuons.) 

Jurisdicdon  in  appeals,  711.     Poor^ 
VI.  1. 

XVII.  6G.4.  C.57.    (Poor.) 

Joint  occupation,  270.    Poor,  VII.  5. 

XVIII.  7  G.4.  c.  57.  (Insolvent  debtors.) 
Effect  of  assignment  on  action  pre- 
viously   commenced,    623.     Insol- 
vent, L 

XIX.  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  30.    (Injuries  to 
property.) 

Sees.  28.  41.  Summary  arrest:  notice 
of  acdoo,  582.    Bona  Ftdes^  I. 

XX.  9  G,  4.  c.  17.    (Sacramental  test.) 
Sees.  2, 3, 4.    Declaration  when  to  be 

made,  355.    Declaration,  IIL 

XXI.  9  G.4.  c.  31.     (0£fences  against 
the  person.) 

Sec.  27.  Certificate  of  dismissal,  635. 
Assault,  II. 

XXII.  11  <?.  4.  and  1  W.4,  c.  60.  (Con- 
veyance of  es^es  vested  in  trustees.) 
Sec.  8.  When  the  Q.  B.  will  not  inter- 
fere by  mandamus. 

Under  stat.  nG.4,  and  W.  4.  c.  60. 
s.  8.,  the  Court  of  Chancery,  upon  the 
Master's  report,  made  an  order  declar- 
ing 
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ing  that  the  heir  of  W.,  leg/l  tenant  in 
fee  of  copyhold  prembes,  could  not  be 
found,  that  FP.  held  as  trustee,  and  that 
B.  was  entitled  to  the  equitable  fee ; 
and  appointing  G.  trustee  to  convey  or 
surrender  the  legal  estate. 

This  Court  refused  to  compel  the 
lord,  by  mandamus^  to  accept  G.'s 
jurren^,  on  the  ground  that  (assum- 
ing the  statutes  to  apply  to  copyholds^ 
the  Court  of  Chancery  could  compel 
the  performance  of  whatever  was  re- 
quisite, and  was  better  able  than  this 
Court  to  regulate  the  rights  of  the 
parties. 

Especially  as  it  appeared  that^B.'s 
ri^ht  was  disputed,  and  that  the  lord 
seized  quousque  and  assigned  for  a 
valuable  consideration.  Begina  v.  PUt, 
272. 

XXIII.  11  G^.  4.  and  1  W,4.e.64,  (Sale 
of  beer.)  , 

Sec.  14.  Form  of  conviction,  11.  Con- 
mciion, 

XXIV.  2  Jr.4.  C.39.    (Process.) 

Schedule,  No.  4.    Arrest,  719.  Sheriffy 
IX.  2. 

XXV.  3  &  4  »^.  4.  C.42.    (Amendment 
of  the  law.) 

1.  Sec.  25.  Amendment  at  N.  P.,  609. 
AmfindmetUf  I. 

2.  Sec.  26.  Competency,  606.  fVUneu, 
I.  2.    619.  Evidence,  II.  5. 

XXVI.  5&4W.4.  c,5U    (Customs.) 
Sees.  6.  18.  Appointment  and  duty  of 

collector,  646.     Wreck, 

XXVII.  5&4W.4.C. 52.    (Customs.) 
Sec.  50.  Wreck,  646.     Wreck. 

XXVIII.  3  &  4  >F.4.  c.  53.    (Customs.) 

1.  Sec.  28.  Unshipping  goods  liable  to 
duty,  1 1 7.    Cuttonu,  III. 

2.  Sec.  103.  Notice  of  action,  117* 
Cuttcm,  III. 

XXIX.  3&4W.4.C. 67.    (Process.) 
Sec.  2.  Necessity  for  sci.  fa.,  570.   Ar^ 

rest,  V.  1. 

XXX.  5&4W. 4.  C.98.    (Bank.) 
Sec.  7.  Usury,  675.  ^  Usury. 

XXXI.  4  &  5  H^.  4.  c.  76.    (Poor.) 

1.  Sees.  23.  26.    Rateability  of  union 
workhouse,  259.    Poor,  IV.  2. 

2.  Sees.  26.  73.     Signature  of  nodce 
of  filiation,  423.    Poor^  XVI, 

Vol.  X- 


3.  Sec.  26.  Appointment  of  guardians, 
736.    Poor,  II.  1. 

4.  Sec  47.  Indictment  for  not  ac- 
counting, 132.    Poor^  III. 

5.  Sec  57.  Settlement  of  children  of 
wife's  former  marriage,  417.  Poor, 
IX.  2. 

6.  Sec.  79.  Copy  examination,  679. 
Poor,X.  1. 

7.  Sec.  79.  Facts  to  be  shewn  in  ex- 
amination, 699.    Poor^  XII.  1. 

8.  Sec.  81.  Particularity,  682.  688. 
693.    Poor,  X.  XII. 

9.  Sec.  81.  Variance,  685.  Poor, 
X.8. 

XXXII.  4  8c  SW.4.  c.  85.     (Sale  of 
beer.) 

Form  of  conviction,  11.     Conviction, 

XXXIII.  5^6  W.  4.  c,  56.  (Highways.) 
Sec.  109.  General  issue,  632.     Plea, 

II.  1. 

XXXIV.  5  &  6  W.4.  c.  76.    (Munici- 
pal  corporations.) 

1.  Sec.  9.  Payment  of  rates. 
Payment  of  rates,  to  entitle  a  person 

to  be  put  on  the  burgess  list  ot  a  bo- 
rough, under  stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  76. 
i.  9.|  must  be  a  payment  by  the  party's 
own  act.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  an- 
other person,  without  his  authority, 
pays  the  rates  for  him. 

Where  a  party,  required  by  law  to 
pronounce  a  decision  on  certain  points, 
IS  broueht  before  the  Court  by  a  motion 
impugnmg  such  decision,  the  general 
rule  is,  that  he  shall  have  costs  if  the 
application  fails. 

Per  Lit.iledale  J.  It  is  not  regular 
to  grant  a  single  rule  nisi  for  the  issu- 
ing of  several  writs  of  mandamus. 
Regina  v.  Bridgnorth,  Mayor,  66, 

2.  Sec.  25.  Election  of  aldermen. 
Where  a  given  number  of  aldermen 

was  to  be  elected  on  a  given  day,  under 
Stat.  5  &  6  W.4.  c,  76.  1.  25,,  which 
prescribed  no  particular  mode  of  elect- 
mg  (see  now  stat.  7  W,  4,  and  1  Vict, 
c,  78.  $,  14.),  the  proper  mode  was  to 
put  to  the  vote  a  list  containing  as  many 
names  as  there  were  vacancies  to  be 
filled  up,  any  elector  being  at  liberty  to 
propose  and  have  put  to  the  vote  a  list 
oi  his  own.   Begina  v.  BrightweU,  171. 

3.  Sec.  66,  Jurisdiction  of  Lords  of 
Treasury. 

Where  a  party  removed  from  a  bo- 
3  M  rough 
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rough  office  under  stat  S  &  6  W,4^ 
r.  76.,  re-appointed,  and  afterwards  dis- 
missed, applies  to  the  town  council  for 
compensation,  which  is  refused,  and  he 
thereupon  appeals  to  the  Liords  of  the 
Treasury  under  sec.  66.  of  the  statute, 
the  Lords  have  no  jurisdiction  to  en- 
quire whether  he  was  or  was  not  re- 
moved for  a  sufficient  cause  within  that 
section. 

And  therefore,  where  the  council 
had  refused  compensation,  and  the 
Lordk  on  appeal  under  sect.  66,,  and 
on  inquiry  into  the  &cts  leading  to  the 
dismissal,  confirmed  such  refusal,  this 
Court,  on  affidavits  satisfactory  to 
them,  granted  a  mandamus,  calling  on 
the  corporation  to  assess  compensation, 
notwithstanding  the  judgment  of  the 
Lords.  Reffna  v.  Wanoick  Corpora" 
HoHf  386. 
4.  Sec.  66.    Mandamus  when  refused. 

The  **  common  clerk"  of  a  borough, 
before  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  76.  (Municipal 
Cornoration  Act),  had  always  executed, 
by  nimself  or  deputy,  the  offices  of 
clerk  of  the  peace  and  clerk  of  the 
justices,  as  incidental  to  that  of  com- 
mon clerk.  The  first  town  council, 
elected  after  that  act,  appointed  him  to^ 
the  office  of  **  town  clerk,**  which  he 
declined  to  accept,  on  the  ground  that 
the  office  was  essentially  a  different 
one  ;  and  he  claimed  compensation  as 
upon  a  loss  of  the  entire  office  of 
common  clerk.  The  council  refused 
any  compensation ;  and  the  Lords  of 
the  Treasury,  on  appeal  and  hearing  of 
all  parties,  decided  that,  as  he  was  re- 
elected town  clerk,  he  was  not  entitled 
to  compensation  for  such  part  of  his 
emoluments  as  appertained  to  that 
office ;  but,  as  he  was  not  re-elected  to 
the  offices  of  clerk  of  the  peace  or 
clerk  of  the  magistrates,  he  was  en- 
titled to  compensation  for  the  emolu- 
ments of  the  common  clerk  acting  as 
clerk  of  the  peace  and  to  the  justices; 
and  they  awarded  to  him  an  annuity 
"  for  the  loss  of  his  office  of  common 
clerk."  Held,  that  the  Lords  had 
sufficiently  adjudicated  on  the  whole 
subject  of  appeal ;  and  the  Court  re- 
fused a  mandamus  to  them  to  hear  and 
determine  the  merits  of  it. 

If  the  Lords  have  in  fact  heard  and 
determined  an  appeal  under  sec.  66.  of 
the  act,  this  Court  will  not  interfere 
by    mandamus,    though   it   may    be 


satisfied  that  compensation  has  been 
awarded  on  an  erroneous  principle; 
Regma  v.  Lordi  of  the  Treatury,  179. 
•5.  Mandamus  when  refused. 

A  town  clerk  who  was  in  office  at 
the  passing  of  stat.  S  8c  6  W.4.  e,  76., 
but  who  had  been  re-appointed  after- 
wards, and  subsequently  dismissed  by 
the  council,  applied  for  compensation, 
which  the  council  refused.  He  then 
appealed  to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury 
by  memorial,  and  prayed  tbereiD  to  be 
heard  by  himself,  his  counsel,  agents, 
or  witnesses.  The  council  sent  in  a 
memorial  in  answer,  and  the  town  clerk 
another  in  reply.  The  council,  in  tbdr 
memorial,  alleged  that  they  had  dis- 
missed him  for  conduct  which,  they 
stated,  warranted  removal.  Ttus  the 
town  clerk  denied.  The  Lords  of  the 
Treasury,  without  hearing  the  parties 
Author  than  by  taking  the  memorials 
into  consideration,  awarded  that  the 
town  clerk  was  entitled  to  no  com- 
pensation ;  stating  as  their  reason,  that 
they  thought  the  council  had  made  the 
removal  in  the  bon&  fide  and  justifiable 
exercise  of  the  discretion  vested  in 
them.  On  application  for  a  mandamus 
to  the  Lords,  commanding  them  to 
hear  the  appeal. 

Held,  that  it  could  not  be  granted ; 
for  that,  if  the  lords  had  jurisdiction 
(and  iemble,  that  they  had  not)^  they 
had  already  heard  and  decided. 

Although  the  Court  considered  that 
the  dismissal  was  not  warranted  by  the 
town  clerk's  conduct.  Regma  v. 
Lordt  of  Treaiuryt  574. 

6.  Sec  92.  What  not  public  purposes, 
281.    Pm/,  XXXVI. 

7.  Sec.  111.    Jurisdiction,  711.  Poor^ 
VI.  1. 

8.  Sec.  114.    Prisoners  committed  for 
trial  at  assizes,  740.    GaoL 

XXXV.  6  &  7.  FF.  4.  c.  96.    (Parochial 
assessment.) 

Sees.  1,  2,  3.    Rateability  of  personal 
property,  157.     -Poor,lV.  1. 

XXXVI.  7  W.4.  &  1  ru:t.  c.  78.  (Mu- 
nicipal corporations.) 

S3ec  44.    Certiorari. 

A  town  council  ordered  a  payment 
from  the  borough  fund,  for  defraying 
the  expenses  of  opposing  two  rules, 
one  for  a  quo  warranto  against  a  party 
who  had  been  declared  duly  elected  a 
councillor. 
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councillor,  and  had  accepted  the  office, 
for  exercisine  that  office;  the  other 
for  a  criminfu  information  against  an 
alderman  of  the  borough,  for  alleged 
misconduct  at  an  election  of  council- 
lors. 

The  payments  were  made  by  the 
treasurer,  and  his  accounts  audited. 
Afterwards,  Stat.  7  FT.  4.  &  1  Ftct.c.  78. 
passed. 

The  Court,  under  sec  44.,  upon  the 
affidavit  of  a  bui^gess,  who  applied  in 
pursuance  of  the  instructions  of  a  sub- 
sequent town  council,  granted  a  cer- 
tiorari to  bring  up  the  orders  of  the 
I  previous  town  council  land  quashed 
them.  Regmay,  BridgewaUr{Ma^or\ 
4rc.  S81. 

XXXVII.  1W.4.&1  net.  e.  80.  (Usury.) 
p.  675.     Uiurjif, 

XXXVIII.  I  &2rtcL  Clio.  (Arrest.) 
Sec.  5.  &  Sched.  No.  1.,  719.    Skcrif, 

IX.  2. 

XXXIX.  Sec.  8.  Render  of  principal 
by  sureties,  195.    Surety, 

XL.  5  &  4  Vict.  c.  9.  (Publication  of  par- 
liamentary papers.)  Stockdale  t.  Han- 
sard,  822. 

Thirdly:  Local  acts. 
XLI.  Eastern   Counties   Railway,  531. 
RaUwtty,  III. 

XLII.  2xm£2oii  and  ^DtiMoiiipfofi  Railway, 
3.     Compcnsaium,  IL  1. 

XLin.  Si.  Luke,  MiddleMex,  lighting, 
&c.  188.     Notice,  II.  2. 

STAYING  PROCEEDINGS. 

I.  Not  because  there  is  a  cumulative 
summary  remedy,  207.    Marthal. 

II.  Till  costs  are  paid,  761.    Ejectment, 

V.  1. 

III.  On  terms,  71.  Forfeiture,  1. 2.  Doe 
dem.  Gover  v.  Maberfy^  74  n. 

STOCK. 
Liability  of  bank  after  fraudulent  transfer. 
Case  by  the  executors  of  a  stock- 
holder a^nst  the  Bank  of  England 
for  refusmg  to  transfer  stock  of  the 
^tesutrix,  and  to  pay  the  dividends. 
It  appeared  that  nearly  all  the  stock 
had  been  sold  and  transferred  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testatrix  by  her  nephew 
C,  who  had  brought  another  woman 


to  personate  her,  and  forge  her  signa- 
ture. After  the  sale,  testatrix  had  re- 
peatedly received  the  warrants  for  the 
reduced  dividends  in  person,  and  had 
signed  the  warrants  and  the  bank 
books,  being  on  those  occasions  accom- 
panied by  C,  who  mentioned  the 
amount  of  dividend  in  her  presence. 
The  jury  found  that  she  had  tne  means 
of  knowing  of  the  transfer,  but  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  actual  know- 
ledge ;  that  she  had  been  guilty  of  gross 
negligence,  and  that  the  defendants 
had  not  been  guilty  of  any : 

Held,  that  the  facts  were  a  defence 
on  the  plea  of  not  guilty. 

Held,  also,  that  they  furnished  evi- 
dence in  support  of  pleas  denying  that 
testatrix  was  proprietor  of  the  stock, 
and  a  plea  denying  that  sufficient 
money  nad  been  received  by  defend- 
ants' for  paying  the  dividends.  Coles 
V.  Bank  of  England^  437. 

CTOCK  EXCHANGE. 
Rules  how  far  binding,  27.    Broker,  L  1  • 

STOCK  IN  TRADE. 
Rating,  157.   711.  Poor,  IV.  1.    VL  1. 

STRANGER. 

How  far  aflected  by  rules  binding  his 
agent,  27.    Broker,  I.  1. 

SUBPOENA, 
p.  162.     Witness^  II. 

SUBSTITUTION. 
Of  contract,  57.    Stahae,Vl.A. 

SUBTRACnON. 
Of  tithes,  218.    TUhes. 

SUGGESTION. 
In  writ  of  mandamus,  BZ 1 .    Railway,  III. 

SURETY. 

Under  1  &  2  Vict.  e.  110.  i.  8. 
Render  of  principal  by. 

The  sureties  given  by  a  trader  under 

8.  8.  of  sut.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  (for 

abolition  of  arrest  on  mesne  process) 

may  discharge  themselves  by  a  render 

5M  2  of 
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of  their  principal  after  verdict  against 
him,  and  before  judgment.  Owstan  v. 
Coaiet^  193. 

SURPLUSAGE. 
p.  593.     Pleading,  XVlll. 

SURRENDER. 
Of  copyhold.    Copyhold, 

SURROGATE, 
p.  576.     CoiUumacy, 

TAKING  MONEY  OUT  OF  COURT. 
When  no  estoppel,  675.    Sheriffs  II.  2. 

TAXATION. 
Costs. 

TENANT. 
Landlord  and  Tenant. 

TENDER, 
p.  50.     Vendors,  II.  2. 

TERMS. 

I.  Power  to  impose,  412.    Annuity, 

II.  Relief  on,  71.     Forfeiture^  I.  2. 

TEST. 

Sacramental,  declaration  in  lieu  of,  955. 
Declaration,  III. 

TESTATOR. 

I.  Gross  negligence  of,  437.    Stock. 

II.  Mistake  of  fact,  228.     Will^  II.  * 

TIME. 

I.  When  of  the  essence  of  a  contract,  57. 
Statute,  VI.  4. 

II.  In  statement  of  settlement,  685.  688. 
693.  Poor,  X.  5.  8.     XII.  4. 

III.  In  which  sheriff  is  to  execute  ca« 
resp.  719.     Sher^,lX.2. 

IV.  Of  making  declaration  in  lieu  of  sa- 
cramental test,  335.    Declaration,  III. 

V.  With  reference  to  the  necessity  for  a 
sci.  fa.  570.     Arrest,  V.  I. 

VI.  Of  taking  an  objection,  551.    Rail- 
way^  III. 

VII.  In  practice,  516.    Practice. 

VIII.  In  pleading.    Pleading,  XV. 
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TITHES. 
Suit  for  subtraction. 
Effect  of  the  pleadings  m  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court. 

In  a  suit  for  subtraction  of  tithes  in 
the  Spiritual  Court  by  an  impropriator, 
defendant's  personal  answer  stated  a 
lease  of  them  by  plaintiff  to  a  third 
party,  by  whom  they  were  demanded, 
and  also  that  they  belonged  to  the 
vicar,  and  not  to  plaintiff. 

Defendant  also  put  in  a  responsiTe 
allegation,  that  by  immemorial  usage, 
custom,  and  prescription,  the  tithes 
were  deemed  small  or  vicarial,  and,  as 
such,  due  to  the  vicar,  and  not  to 
plaintiff 

Plaintiff's  personal  answer  denied 
the  usuage  as  stated  by  defendant ;  and 
the  judge  assigned  a  day  to  hear  on  the 
sufficiency  of  plaintiff's  answer;  and 
term  probatory  to  defendant. 

Held  that,  in  this  stage  of  the  cause, 
there  was  no  issue  on  the  lease;  diat 
the  only  matter  in  issue,  viz.  the  im- 
memorial right  of  the  vicar,  was  pro- 
perly cognisable  by  the  Spiritual  Court; 
and  that  there  was  no  ground  of  pro- 
hibition. Beauchamp  (Earl)  v.  TVtr- 
ner,  218. 

TOWN  CLERK. 

Mumcipal  Corporation, 

TOWN  COUNCIL. 

Municipal  Corporation. 

TRADER. 

Render  by  his  sureties  under  I  &2  Fid. 
c.  110.  «.  8.  193.    Surety. 

TRANSFER. 

Of  stock,  fraudulent,  437.    Stode. 

TRANSLATION. 
Of  ancient  records,  213.    Costs,  IV.  1. 

TREASURY. 

Lords  of  the  Treasury. 

TRESPASS. 
L  When  the  proper  remedy. 

1.  Trespass  is  the  proper  remedy  for 

wrongfully  continuing  a  building  on 

plaintiff's 


TBEBPASeHLlfS. 

plaintifr's  land,  for  the  erection  of 
which  plainttif  has  abeady  recovered 
compenBation ;  and  a  recovery,  with 
satisraction,  for  erecting  it,  doei  not 
operate  as  a  purchase  of  the  right  to 
continue  such  erection. 

Therefore,  where  the  trustees  of  a 
turnpike  road  built  buttresses  to  sup- 
port it  on  the  land  of  if.,  and  A.  there- 
upon sued  them  and  their  workmen 
in  trespass  for  such  erection,  and  ac- 
cepted mon^  pud  into  Court  in  fiiU 
satisfaction  of  tne  trespass : 

Held,  that,  after  notice  to  defend- 
ants to  remove  the  buttresses^  and  a 
refusal  to  do  so,  A.  might  bring  another 
kcdon  of  trespass  against  them  for 
keeping  and  continuing  the  buttresses 
on  the  land,  to  which  use  former  reco- 
very was  no  bar.  Holmes  v.  W^<m^ 
503. 

2.  Against  officer  of  customs  for  a 
>  seizure,  117.    Viutomt,  III. 

TRIAL. 
Amendment,  <S09.    Amendment^  I. 

TROVER. 

I.  Defence  under  plea  of  not  possessed, 
90.    Estoppel,  I.  2. 

IL  Efiect  of  real  owner  authorising 
wrong-doer  to  deliver  goods  to  a  claim- 
ant under  a  verdict  against  the  wrong- 
doer, 472.     Estoppel,  I.  4. 

TRUSTEE. 

I.  Conveyance  of  estate  vested  in  statu- 
tory trustee,  272.    StattUe,  XXII. 

II.  Rateability  of,  259.    Poor,  IV.  2. 

III.  Of  turnpike  road,  503.    Trespass,  I. 

TURNPIKE. 
Highway, 

UNION. 

Poor. 

USAGE. 

I.  When  cognisable  by  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  218.     Tithes. 

II.  Of  stock  exchange,  27.    Broker,  I.  1. 

,  USER. 
Bad  plea  of,  590.    Nmance,  II. 
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USURY. 

To  an  action  bv  indorsee  against 
acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  payable 
three  months  after  date,  it  is  no  de- 
fence (since  5  &  4  JV.4.  c.  98.  s.  7., 
and  7W.4.&1  Vict.  c.  80.^  that,  de- 
fendant being  indebted  to  plaintiff  on 
an  account  stated,  it  was  agreed  be- 
tween plaintifl^  drawer,  and  defendant 
that  plaintiff  should  forbear  payment 
of  the  debt  for  three  months;  that 
defendant  should  pay  to  plaintiff  a  cer- 
tain siAn  larger  tnan  interest  at  5  per 
cent,  per  annum  for  such  forbearance ; 
that  tne  bill  should  be  made,  accepted, 
and  indorsed  to  plaintiff  as  a  security 
for  payment  of  the  debt  at  the  end  of 
three  months ;  and  that  the  said  sum 
was  in  fact  paid  by  defendant,  and  the 
bill  made,  accepted,  and  indorsed  to 
plaintifij  in  pursuance  of  such  agree- 
ment.   King  V.  Braddon,  675. 

VACANCY. 

From  omission  to  make  declaration,  355. 
Declaration,  m. 

VALUE, 
p.  706.   Poor,  VII.  2.  7Si.  Bills,  YllL  S. 

VARIANCE. 
I.  In  settlement  cases,  685.    Poor,  X.  8. 
IL  Amendment,  609.    Amendment,  L 

VARIATION. 

Of  written  contract  within  Statute  of 
Frauds,  57.    StattOe,  VL  4. 

VENDORS  AND  PURCHASERS. 

I.  Generally. 

Independent  covenants,  50.    Post,  II. 
2. 

II.  Sale  of  land. 

1.  Payment  of  compensation  when  not 
a  purchase,  505.    Trespass^  I. 

2.  Tender  of  conveyance. 

By  articles  under  seal,  A,  agreed  to 
sell,  and  B.  to  purchase,  certain  pre- 
mises. B.  therem  covenanted  to  pay, 
on  or  before  a  fixed  day,  as  the  con- 
sideration for  such  sale  and  purchase, 
a  certain  sum,  with  interest  to  the  time 

of 
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of  the  completion  of  the  purchase,  A, 
allowing  thereout  the  same  rate  of  in- 
terest for  so  much  of  the  money  as 
might  be  paid  in  the  meanwhile ;  and 
B.  agreed  to  pay  for  the  conveyance 
and  stamp. 

Held,  tnat  the  conveyance  was  not  a 
condition  precedent  to,  or  concurrent 
with,  the  payment,  and  that  A.  might 
therefore  sue  for  the  purchase-money 
and  interest  without  previously  tender- 
ing a  conveyance.  Mattock  v.  Ktng- 
/<f/r,  50. 
5.  What  not  a  contract  for  an  interest 

in  land. 
^  PlBintifTand  defendant  orally  agreed 
(in  AugHit)  that  defendant  should  give 
45/.  for  the  crop  of  com  on  the  plain- 
tiff's land,  and  the  profit  of  the  stubble 
afterwards ;  that  plaintiff  was  to  have 
liberty  for  his  cattle  to  run  with  de- 
fendant's ;  that  defendant  was  also  to 
have  some  potatoes  growing  on  the 
land,  and  whatever  lay  grass  was  in  the 
fields;  defendant  was  to  harvest  the 
corn,  and  dig  up  the  potatoes;  and 
plaintiff  was  to  pav  the  tithe. 

Held,  that  it  Jid  not  appear  to  be 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  contract 
for  anv  interest  in  land,  and  the  case 
was,  therefore,  not  within  the  Statute 
of  (Frauds,  29  C.2.  r.3.  «.  4.,  but  a 
sale  of  goods  and  chattels,  as  to  all  but 
the  lay  grass,  and,  as  to  that,  a  con- 
tract for  the  agistment  of  defendant's 
cattle.    Jonei  v.  FRnt^  753. 

III.  Sale  of  goods. 
I.  Cross  contract  subject  to  periodical 

accounts. 

Plaintiff  and  defendant  agreed  that 
defendant  should  recommend  custom- 
ers to  plaintiff  who  was  a  tailor,  and 
that  plaintiff  should  allow  defendant 
10  per.  cent,  upon  the  business  so  pro- 
cured, to  be  received  in  clothes  by  de- 
fendant from  time  to  time,  as  he  might 
want  them ;  and  that  a  settlement  of 
accounts  should  take  place  between 
the  parties  every  six,  or,  at  farthest, 
every  twelve  months. 

Plaintiff  havine  sued  in  debt  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  having 
merely  proved  the  delivery  and  accept- 
ance of  clothes. 

Held,  that  he  could  not  recover,  but 
that,  on  nunquam  indebitatus,  he  was 
bound  to  prove  a  settlement  of  ac- 
counts, on  which  the  balance  was  in 
his  favour. 
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Semble,  that  had  there  been  no  sti- 
pulation as  to  the  settlement  of  ac- 
counts, it  would  have  been  sufBdeot 
for  plaindff  to  prove  the  deliveiy  and 
acceptance,  ancf  would  have  Iain  on 
defendant  to  prove  a  per-centage  due 
to  him  to  the  amount  of  what  was  lo 
delivered.    Garey  v.  Pyke,  512. 

2.  Condition  or  distinct  contract  for 

resale. 

Plaintiff  entered  into  a  parol  agree- 
ment to  sell  to  defendant  a  mare  for 
20/.,  subject  to  the  condition  that,  if  it 
should  prove  to  be  in  foal,  defendant 
should,  on  receiving  12/.  from  plaintiff, 
return  it  on  request.  Plaintiff  <le- 
livered  the  mare  and  received  20/.  On 
its  proving  to  be  in  foal,  he  tendered  to 
de&ndant  12/.,  and  requested  him  to 
return  the  mare,  which  defendant  re- 
futed to  do. 

Held,  that  the  contract  to  return  it 
on  payment  of  12/.  was  not  a  distinct 
contract  of  sale,  but  one  of  the  con- 
ditions of  the  original  sale  to  defend- 
ant; and  that  the  delivery  of  the  mare 
to  defendant  took  the  whole  agree- 
ment out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
29  C.  2.  c.  5.  «.  17.,  so  as  to  enable 
plmntiff  to  sue  defendant  for  the  re- 
fusal to  return  it.  Wittianu  v.  Burgeu, 
499. 
5.  V^th  collusion  of  real  owner,  90. 

Estoppei,  I.  2. 

4.  Time  when  of  the  essence,  57.  iSto- 
tule,  VI.  4. 

5.  When  landing  on  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  vendee,  42.  Exectdort, 
III.  1. 

6.  Delivery,  499.    Ante,  2. 

V.  By  broker,  27.    Broker^  1. 1. 
IV.  Sale  of  stock.    Broker.    Stock. 

VENUE. 
Presumption  from.    Shoe  v.  Davu,  655. 

VERDICT. 

I.  Conditional. 

1.  Against  wrong-doer,  472.  Estoppel, 
\     1. 1. 

2.  Subject  to  a  reference,  32.  ArH- 
troHoH,  IX.  1 .     1 97.  Ejectment,  II. 

II.  Amendment  oi; 

Under  an  award,  179*    Ejectment^  II. 
III.  Judgment 
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lllj  Judgment  non  obstante,  191.  Pay- 
nwfU,  iV.  2.  516.  Escape,  I.  5.  590. 
Nuisance,  II.     616.  Biils,  V. 

IV.  Effect 

1.  In  evidence,  151.    EvidencegUL,  1. 
593.  Pleading,  XVIII. 

2.  Ab  an  estoppel,  472.  763.  Estoppel, 
I.  4.     III. 

VESTRY. 

VICAR. 

His  title  set  up  against  suit  by  impro- 
priator, 218.     THthes. 

VOIRE  DIRE, 
p.  606.     Witness,  I.  2. 

VOTE.  ^::  • 

Casting,  706.    Poor^  VII.  2. 

VOTING. 

Singly  or  by  lists,  171 .  StattUe,  XXXIV. 
2. 

WAGER.         ■;x 
p.  609.    Amendment,  I. 

WAIVER. 
Of  franchise,  477.    Bailiff,  III.  i. 

WALL. 
Sea,  598.    Sewers. 

WAPENTAKE, 

Chief  constable,  how  elected,  288.  Con- 
stable. 

WARRANT. 
L  Or  mandate,  477.    Bailif,  III.  i. 

II.  Collusive  alteration  of,  570.  Arrest, 
V.  1. 

III.  Dividend,  457.    Stock. 

WIFE. 
Baron  and  Feme, 


WILL. 

I.  Intention. 

Point  of  time  to  which  it  is  to  be  refer- 
red, 228.    Post,  II. 

II.  Revocation. 

When  to  be  construed  as  only  condi- 
tional. 

Testator  devised  lands  to  L.  for  life, 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons 
and  daughters  successively  in  tail.  L. 
died,  leaving  one  son,  and  one  post- 
humous daughter.  The  son  died.  Tes- 
tatrix, being  ignorant  of  the  existence 
of  the  daughter,  made  a  codicil,  recit- 
iug  the  death  of  L.  without  leaving 
any  issue,  and  devising  the  land  to  H., 
in  the  same  manner  as  she  had  before 
done  to  L.:  Held,  that  the  codicil 
roust  be  construed  as  a  conditional 
revocation  only,  and  was  inoperative 
as  against  the  daughter  of  L.,  though 
testatrix,  after  making  the  codicil,  and 
tw)  years  before  she  died,  had  become 
acquainted  with  her  existence.  Doe 
dem.  Evans  v.  Evans,  228. 

WITNESa 
I.  Incompetency. 

1.  Objection,  when   irrelevant,  699. 
Poor,  XILl. 

2.  Objection,  how  answered. 

The  objection  of  incompetency  on 
the  ground  of  interest,  arising  on  the 
examination  of  a  witness,  may  be  re- 
moved by  the  parol  evidence  of  the 
same  witness  that  he  has  been  re^ 
leased;  though  his  interest  appears  on 
the  face  of  the  plea  which  he  is  called 
to  prove. 

Therefore  where,  in  an  action  against 
the  acceptor  of  a  bill,  defendant  pleaded 
that  it  was  accepted  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  the  drawer,  who  indorsed  it  to 
plaintiff  without  consideration :  Held, 
that  the  drawer,  who  was  called  by 
defendant  to  prove  the  plea,  and  who 
gave  parol  evidence  or  a  release  by 
defendant,  was  competent,  without 
producing  or  formally  proving  the  re- 
lease. 

Qu<Bre,  whether,  in  such  case,  a  re- 
lease be  necessary  since  5  &  4  IT.  4. 
c.  42.  *.  26.  ?    Lunniss  v.  Bow,  606. 
5.  See  also  Evidence,  II. 

II.  Remu- 
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n.  Remuneration. 

A  party  wbhing  to  produce  the  roll 
of  attorneyi  in  the  Court  of  Chanoerj 
as  evidence  on  a  trial  in  K.  B.,  applied 
to  the  senior  cterk  of  the  Petty  Bag 
Office  to  procure  an  order  from  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  for  their  produc»> 
tion,  which  was  granted,  according  to 
the  usual  practice,  and  the  senior  clerk 
was  then  subpoenaed  to  produce  the 
roll,  he  being  the  proper  officer. 

Held,  that  the  clerk  might  claim, 
for  attendance  at  the  trial  with  such 
roil,  not  the  common  remuneration 
of  a  witness  appearing  on  a  subpoena 
duces  tecum,  but  reasonable  fees  to  a 
larger  amount,  which  were  proved  to 
have  been  usually  paid,  for  fifty  years 
past,  to  clerks  attending  with  records 
from  the  Petty  Bag  Office. 

Although  he  Sd  not,  when  nib- 
pcenaed,  inform  the  party  that  be  should 
demand  remuneration  as  a  clerk  at- 
tending under  the  order  of  the  Master 
of  the  Rollsy  and  not  as  an  ordinary 
witness. 

And  althouffh  he  did  not  produce 
the  roil  himself,  but  sent  it  by  his  clerk. 
Bentallv.  Sydney,  162. 

111.  Costs,  S13.      CiMlf,  IV.  1. 

WORDS. 

When  they  do  not  work  a  forfeiture, 
427.    Forfeiture^  1. 1. 

WORKHOUSE. 
Ratcability  of,  259.    Poor,  IV.  2, 

WRECK. 
Subject  to  what  duty. 

A  collector  of  customs,  appointed 


WRIT,  LIL 

bf  the  commiiikmen  under  ttat.  3  8c 
4  W,  4.  C.51.  «.(».,  to  collect  dudes 
on  articles  coming  into  the  kingdom, 
andf  on  payment,  sign  bills  of  entry 
which  by  sect.  18.  are  a  warrant  for 
delivery  of  such  articles  to  the  party 
paying,  is  not  a  mere  servant  of  the 
commisaoners,  but  a  substantive  and 
immediate  officer  of  the  Crown;  and 
his  functions,  as  collector,  are  ministe- 
rial  Therefore  he  is  liable  in  an  ac- 
tion for  non-feasance  in  the  exercise 
of  his  office;  as  for  refusing  to  sign 
such  bill  of  entry  without  payment  of 
an  excessive  duty. 

The  term  *•  wreck"  in  stat.  3  & 
4  W,  4.  c.  52.  1.  50.  is  not  necessarily 
limited  to  goods  which  become  forfeit 
to  the  Crown,  or  its  grantee,  by  not 
being  claimed  within  a  year  and  a  day 
according  to  the  stat.  Wesimmtter  1. 
(3  Ed.  1,  e.  4.). 

Goods  were  imported  into  this  coun- 
try, warehoused,  entered  for  export- 
ation, and  shipped  for  Belgium:  the 
vessel  was  lost  within  the  EngUah  port, 
and  the  goods,  being  partly  thrown 
upon  the  shore,  and  partly  found  float- 
ing on  the  sea  and  landed,  were  con- 
veyed to  the  warehouse  of  the  lord  of 
the  manor,  and  immediately  dumed 
by  the  owner.  Held,  that  they  were 
chargeable  with  duty  as  *^  wreck 
broueht  or  coming  into  the  United 
Kingdom,*'  within  stat.  5  &  4  HT.  4. 
c.  52.  #.  50.    Barry  v.  Amaud,  646. 


WRIT. 

I.  Capias.    Contumacy,    Error.    AfoR" 
damui.    Scire  Facias. 

II.  Certainty  in,  531.    Railufay,  III. 


END   OF   THB  TENTH   VOLUME. 
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